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impliedly prohibits the submission to the 
President, for approval or disapproval, of acts 
of a subordinate body created by Congress to 
legislate for the District. 

It must be remembered that the District of 
Columbia Council proposed inS. 1118 would 
remain subject to the overall supervision of 
Congress which has and would retain · the 
power "to exercise exclusive legislation" over 
the District. When Congress enacts laws for 
the District of Columbia the enactments are 
submitted to the President for approval. It 
1s entirely appropriate that the acts of a 
subordinate legislative body to which Con
gress has delegated power to enact provisions 
for the government of the District should 
also submit its enactments to the President 
for his approval. Such a provision is con
sistent with the purpose and intent of arti
cle I, section 7, clause 17 of the Constitution. 

It might also be noted that provisions au
thorizing a Presidential veto of acts of ter
ritorial legislatures established by Congress 
are not uncommon. Section 19 of the 1916 
Jones Act, 39 Stat. 551, establishing a gov
ernment for the Philippines, provided that 
acts of the legislature be submitted to the 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 27, 1965 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D.D., prefaced his prayer with these 
words of Scripture: Luke 17: 5: Lord, 
increase our faith. 

Eternal God, Thou knowest how much 
we daily need Thee to live r'adiantly and 
reverently. 

Inspire us to establish an effective 
unity, ami.Jty, and fraternity among nien 
and nations. 

Thou alone art the secret and hope of 
mankind's solidarity and salvation. 

We need Thy spirit within our hearts 
if our civilization is to be kept from fall
ing to pieces. 

Grant ·that we may learn to have faith 
in Thee for Thou canst satisfy our mortal 
needs and our immortal longings. 

May it be our highest aim to trust and 
love Thee and may this truth warm our 
hearts and cause us to bow before Thee 
in humility. 

Grant ·that our minds may be the 
sanctuaries of Thy light .and as we dis
charge our duties faithfully may we feel 
Thy kingdom slowly emerging out of the 
welter of the confusion in which we labor. 

May we possess that peace which is 
begotten of simple trust in Thee and 
faithful service to needy humanity. 

In Christ's name we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of Fri

day, September 24, 1965, was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar

rington, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed without amend
ment bills and a joint resolution of the 
House of the following titles: 

H.R.10516. An act authorizing the disposal 
of vegetable tannin extracts from the na
tional stockpile; 

Governor General. If he vetoed an act, the 
legislature might, by two-thirds vote of each 
House, override the veto. If the Governor 
General again disa pproved, he was required 
to submit the act to the President for ap
proval or disapproval. 

A similar provision was contained in section 
34 of the 1917 Jones Act, 39 Stat. 960, which 
established a government for Puerto Rico. 
Similar provisions ar.e also found in the 
organic acts for Guam, 64 Stat. 389, 48 U.S.C. 
1423i, and the Virgin Islands, 68 Stat. 502, 
48 U.S.C. 1575(d). To the best of our knowl
edge the constitutionality of these Presiden
tial veto provisi9ns has never been cl:ial
lenged. 

It is true that the authority to make laws 
governing the territories is derived from 
article IV, section 3 of the Constitution while 
the authority to legislate for the District 
is derived from article I, section 8. Never
theless, the Supreme Court has indicated 
that there are similarities between the con
gressional authority to provide local govern.
ment for the Distr-ict and the authority to 
govern the territories, cf. District of Colum
bia v. John R. Thompson Co., 346 U.S. 100 

H.R.10714. An act to authorize the dis
posal of colemanite from the supplemental 
stockpile; 

H.R. 10715. An act to authorize the d!s
posal of chemical grade chromite from the 
supplemental stockpile; 

H.R. 10748. An act to authorize the trans
fer of copper from the national stockpile to 
the Bureau of the Mint; and 

H.J. Res. 330. Joint resolution to author
ize the d·isposal of chromium metal, acid 
grade fluorspar, and silicon carbide from the 
supplemental stockpile. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments 
in which the concurrence of the House 
is .requested, bills of the House of the 
following titles: 

H.R. 6852. An act to authorize the disposal, 
without regard to the prescribed 6-month 
waiting period, of approximately 47 milUon 
pounds of abaca from the national stockpile; 

H.R. 7812. An act to authorize the loan of 
naval vessels to friendly foreign countries, 
and for other purposes; and 

H .R. 10305. An act to authorize the dis
posal, without regard to the prescribed 6-
month waiting period of approximately 
124,200,000 pounds of nickel from the na
tional stockpile. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 2434~ An act to clarify authorization of 
the Federal Aviation Agency of the lease of 
a portion of certain real property conveyed 
to the city of Clarinda. Iowa, for airport pur
poses; and 

s. 2469. An act amending sections 2 and 
4 of the act approved Septembf!r 22, 1964 (78 
Stat. 990), providing for an investigation 
and study to determine a site for the con
struction of a new sea level canal connect
ing the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not pres
ent. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

(1953). The organic acts cited above, then, 
would seem to provide ample precedent for 
a Presidential veto provision in District of 
Columbia home rule legislation. 

Finally, we might point out that the sub
stitute bill reported by the House District 
Committee, H.R. 10115, likewise contains a 
provision for a Presidential veto of acts of 
any legislative ·body established under the 
Charter Board provisions (section 205(b) 
(2)). The committee report, House Report 
957, indicates that the purpose of the bUl 
is "to provide the maximum local self-gov
ernment, consistent with the provisions of 
the Constitution • • *" {p. 6). It must be 
assumed, then, that the House District Com
mittee also considered a Presidential veto 
provision to be consistent with the Consti
tution. 

I hope the foregoing information is help
ful to you and that it constitutes an ade
quate response to the questions you present
ed. If further details are required please 
let me know. 

Sincerely, 
------, 
Attorney General. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 326] 
Anderson, Dl. Gilligan Pickle 
Andrews, Goodell Powell. 

George W. Gurney Roosevelt 
Andrews, Halleck St Germain 

Glenn Hebert S~. Onge 
Ashley Holifield Scott 
Aspinall Hosmer Stafford 
Bolton Johnson, Okla. Stephens 
Brock Kee Teague, Tex. 
Callaway King, N.Y. Thomas 
Clancy Landrum Thompson, Tex. 
Clawson, Del McEwen Toll 
Colmer Morrison Tuck 
Devine Murray Willis 
Donohue O'Hara, Ill. Wilson, 
Farnsley O'Neill, Mass. Charles H. 
Flascell Patman Wright 
Frelinghuysen Philbin 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 380 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous· consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. MULTER]. 

HOME RULE FOR THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, pur
suant to clause 4, rule 27, I call up Mo
tion No. 5, to discharge the Committee 
on Rules from the further consideration 
of House Resolution 515, providing for 
the consideration of H.R. 4644, to pro
vide an elected Mayor, City Council, 
and nonvoting Delegate to the House of 
Representatives for the District of Co
lumbia, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Did the gentleman 
from New York sign the petition? 

Mr. MULTER. I did, sir. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re

port the title of the resolution. 
The Clerk read the title of the 

resolution. 
Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 

a parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 

state his parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 

this motion to discharge is directed at 
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the Committee on Rules. If adopted, it 
will discharge the Committee on Rules 
from the consideration of the resolution 
which has just been brought up; am I 
correct in that? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman's 
statement is correct. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. And, Mr. 
Speaker, after that happens, the next 
question will be on the resolution itself, 
which has just been referred to, which 
has just been called up? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman's 
statement is · correct. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Now, Mr. 
Speaker, that resolution waives points 
of order. There are grave points of 
order in the bill that is to be recognized. 
The question I want to ask is whether 
there will be an opportunity in debate on 
the rule to advise the House of the facts 
that it does waive the points of order 
and that there are points of order with 
which the House ought to be. made 
familiar. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that under the ru1e on the question of 
discharge there is 20 minutes, 10 min
utes to the side, and that will close de
bate on the motion. The House will 
then vote on the adoption of House Res
olution 515 without debate or other in
tervening motions. 

Mr. SM:ITH of Virginia. And, as I 
understand it, then there will be no op
portunity to discuss the resolution itself 
on which we are about to vote? 

The SPEAKER. Not under the stand
ing rules of the House. 

Mr. SM:ITH of Virginia. Now, Mr. 
Speaker, a further parliamentary in
quiry. Will it be in order to move the 
previous question on the resolution? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that under the rules of the House in a 
matter of this kind there is no debate 
and the previous question will not be in 
order. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Would be tn 
order? 

The SPEAKER. Would not be in 
order. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. It looks like 
you are going to roll over us right fast, 
does it not? 

The SPEAKER. We are operating 
under the standing rules of the House. 

Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Speaker-
The SPEAKER. For what purpose 

does the gentleman rise? 
Mr. VIGORITO. A parliamentary in

quiry, sir. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 

state his parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. VIGORITO. Would I be in order 

to move that the House clear the gal
leries? I am afraid that this bill will 
generate more heat than light and that 
emotions will be stirred up. I believe it 
would be better to clear the galleries. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that the gentleman's observation is 
hardly a parliamentary inquiry. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
New . York [Mr. MULTER] will be recog
nized for 10 minutes and the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. McMn.LANl 
will be recognized for 10 minutes. 

CXI--1588 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. SICKLES]. 

Mr. SICKLES. Mr. Speaker, having 
been raised and schooled in the District 
of Columbia, I have. long had an inter
est in the affairs and government of the 
District. And I have long been an advo
cate of home rule for the District. Al
though I can become quite emotional, 
in light of the admonition we received in 
the last parliamentary inquiry, I will 
keep my remarks as restrained as can be. 
The arguments for and against home 
rule have been explored and propounded 
for many years. I do not believe I have 
heard a new argument on either side of 
the issue in the last 10 years, although 
there are indeed many ways of express
ing the same arguments. I am impressed 
by most of the arguments in favor of 
home rule. I guess that most of all I 
think it is a matter of simple justice that 
District residents ought to, as a matter 
of right, be allowed to choose their own 
officials, and also I believe that if we 
allow them to do so we will breathe life 
into a rather dormant city, and we will 
all be better off for it, the city, the Con
gress, and the Nation. 

:t have never allowed myself the lux
ury of being wed to any particu1ar form 
of home rule and have generally sup
ported that which was the consensus at 
a particu1ar time. I am mindfu1 that 
any bill to establish a new form of gov
ernment in the District of Columbia 
shou1d be constitutional. The Attorney 
General has said the one proposed is. It 
should protect the Federal interest, and 
I believe the proposed bill does by pro
viding a presidential veto over the Dis
trict council acts which veto the At
torney General has likewise interpreted 
as constitutional, and which may not be 
overridden by the District council; and 
by expressly reserving the power of the 
Congress to legislate on all local matters; 
and by expressly authorizing the Presi
dent to use Federal troops or to take over 
the local police force if necessary to pro
tect the Federal district; and by provid
ing for an annual congressional appro
priation of the Federal payment to the 
District. · 

I think it shou1d be recognized that 
the nature of the community requires 
the participation of Government em
ployees, and they shou1d be given an op
portunity to be active in the election 
process. 

This bill provides for that. 
It should have general support in the 

community as well as in the Congress, 
and this bill does have strong support 
in the community, including the spokes
men for both major parties and, what is 
more ·important, it provides for a refer
endum after passage to determine if the 
local citizens approve the charter. The 
proposed legislation has passed the Sen
ate as S. 1118, and I believe, as now mod
ified, has the support of the majority of 
this House. Time alone will tell. 

We are proposing an open rule with 
5 hours of debate which should give this 
House an opportunity to work its will on 
the specific features of the bill. 

I am satisfied with the bill as proposed. 
I suppose if we were of a mind to we 

cou1d spend the next 3 weeks arguing 
about the number of members of the 
council, what their salaries should be, 
and the nature of their wards, or a myr
iad of other details. But this does not 
dampen my desire for an open rule be
cause I feel that this House will give 
great weight to the contents of the bill as 
it has already passed the other body, and 
I feel that this House is more concerned 
with, arid will focus its attention on those 
matters of major importance. 

The alternatives proposed are not at
tractive. 

Retrocession cannot be supported be
cause I do not believe that this Con
gress wants to give up its ultimate and 
exclusive control over a major part of the 
District of Columbia. The State of 
Maryland has no inclination to acquire 
this territory. The election of a charter 
board would only delay the entire sub
ject matter and create such an atmos
phere of uncertainty that I cannot imag
ine how a charter board could function 
in any way effectively. 

I think one of the most important 
facts to remember is that what we are 
proposing today is legislative home rule 
and not constitutional home ru1e, and 
what the legislature giveth away the leg
islature can take away. I think this very 
fact is going to affect the conduct of the 
local citizens and I think further the fact 
that we do have this protection should 
remind us that we can make any changes 
slight or entire by changing the entire 
charter if we so please. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the time for home 
ru1e is now. I am hopefu1 this body will 
support your great leadership in this area 
and pass this motion so that we can go 
ahead with a complete discussion for 
home ru1e for the District of Columbia. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. WHITENER] 4 minutes. 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, at 
the outset I would urge all of our col
leagues to join with those of us who 
oppose this sledge hammer resolution 
which is now before us. A13 chairman of 
the subcommittee of the Committee on 
the District of Columbia, to which home 
ru1e legislation was assigned, I can re
port to you that we were engaged in very 
splendid hearings and proceeding in an 
orderly fashion when the legislative 
package of some 29 or 30 bills was sum
marily taken away from our committee. 
The hearings were designed to give to the 
Congress an opportunity to hear from 
the citizenship of this area as to their 
views on the general issue of whether the 
constitutional system of control of the 
seat of Government by the Congress as 
prescribed in article I, section 8 of the 
Constitution should be interfered with. 
We heard from many outstanding groups 
such as the General Federation of Wom
en's Clubs of America with 11 million 
members who oppose any change in the 
situation here. We heard from the Fed
eration of Citizens Association of the 
District of Columbia whose spokesman 
testified in opposition to any change in 
the present method of government in the 
District of Columbia. We heard from 
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the board of trade in opposition. We also 
heard from our colleagues in the House 
who desired to be heard. 

Today you are asked to move to the 
consideration of legislation with a hood
wink over the eyes of the Congress be
cause an opportunity has not been had 
for this matter to be fully developed. I 
urge that you join with us in defeating 
this move which comes to us under cir
cumstances with which you are all fa
miliar. 

I read a few days ago that following 
the signing of the discharge petition, one 
of the principal architects o.f this move
ment in the District of Columbia made 
the statement that the late Speaker Ray
burn had said to him in his office here 
in the Capitol that so long as he was 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
there would be no home ru1e in the Dis
trict of Columbia. I say to you, it is a 
poor monument to that great American 
that we are here today without adequate 
opportunity to know what the issues are 
to strike down the wisdom which he had 
developed over a long period of time. 
This same local politician, I am told, said 
last night on television that he did not 
care, as a leader of this movement, what 
was done in the House of Representa
tives-that all they wanted was some 
kind of bill in order that they could go 
to a conference with the other body and 
write whatever they wanted to regard
less of what the majority of the Mem
bers of the House of Representatives 
thinks is best. 

This is a critical issue for the Nation. · 
It is not merely local in nature. 

This is an · issue which should be ap
proached with all seriousness and should 
be approached only after mature consid
eration based upon full and complete 
hearings. 

I urge that all Members give serious 
consideration to what we are about to do. 
It is my hope that after you have con
ferred among yourselves and have given 
this matter prayerful and serious con
sideration, you will join with us in say
ing that this matter should not be con
sidered in this way but should be post
poned until a later date, until the usual 
procedures have been complied with. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. MATHIAS]. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the resolution, and I ask the 
Members of the House to support this 
House Resolution 515. 

This is the House of Representatives. 
It is the principle of representative gov
ernment which breathes life into this 
House. This is our reason for being here. 

In the primary election held in the Dis
trict of Columbia in May of 1964, 85 per
cent of those who voted on the question 
of home rule voted in favor of it. This 
is an amazing thing, because it is seldom 
that more than 90 percent of those who 
vote in elections take the trouble to mark 
referendum questions, but this was the 
fact with respect to the home rule ques
tion on the ballot last year. This over
whelming vote in favor of home rule cries 
out for your response today. If you be
lieve that the will of the people matters 
I urge that you vote for this resolution 

so that we can have a meaningful debate 
on the question of home rule in the House 
and have it now. It is a question long 
postponed. The hour is now. This is 
the duty of the House. I think that we 
should measure ourselves and perform it. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

When I was· in high school I learned 
that the city of Washington was a Fed
eral City. It was my understanding, and 
I was taught to believe, that this was the 
only city in the United States that was 
created for a special purpose. 

We are here today to consider whether 
we are going to give this city away to 
some political group. I have had no ex
pression from any responsible taxpayer 
for home rule. Mr. Rauh and the one 
Mr. Charley ;Horsky, and the Washing
ton newspapers have made the mad rush 
for home rule. If you want to turn this 
city over to that group, you have an op
portunity to do so today. If you want to 
keep the Capital as it is-and I believe it 
is one of the most beautiful capitals in 
the world, one which, in my opinion, has 
progressed more than any other city in 
the United States-! ask you to vote down 
this resolution. 

This is no time to be turning the city 
over to any group, my State, or any other 
State. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the petition 
will be· voted down. This is the first time 
since I have been in Congress that any 
bill has been taken away from a com
mittee during the hearings. 

BACKGROUND . OF THE LEGISLATION 

Mr. Speaker, what is all the rush or 
urgency to get so-called home rule legis
lation adopted today, or before this ses
sion ends? 

As chairman of the House committee, 
I several times stated during this session· 
of the Congress that hearings would be 
held on so-called home rule bills after 
the committee and the Congress disposed 
of some legislation which the committee 
considered to be of far greater impor
tance to the District of Columbia, legis
lation such as the omnibus anticrime 
bill-twice passed by the House in the 
last 2 year~and the rapid transit bill. 
Also, the new minimum wage law, and 
automobile . insurance legislation, which 
we considered and passed, both urged by 
the District of Columbia Commissioners 
as requiring high priority. These are 
only a few of the 34 bills which our com
mittee in this session has passed, most of 
which are waiting action by the other 
body. 

I merely point all this out as answer 
to those Members who have insisted here 
on bypassing the House District Com
mittee in order to railroad through the 
House home rule legislation which has 
not had the benefit of full hearings. 
These Members seem insistent that this 
legislation must be jain.med through the 
House before the Members have a thor
ough opportunity to study the many de
tailed provisions of this bill. They must 
be fearful that on close look the Mem
bers will find reasons to oppose the legis
lation. 

I should also point out that 35 so
called home rule bills have been referred 

to the House District Committee this 
year. These bills embrace · some 2,416 
printed pages. The two so-called ad
ministration bills alone cover 190 pages
H.R. 4644 has 89 pages, and S. 1118 has 
101 pages. It is just a physical impossi
bility in the time allotted for any Mem
ber to read, much less study, many of 
the sections-except the most controv
ersial ones-of even the bills before the 
House today. 

Again, I say, What is all the rush? 
The Senate committee had two bills 

before it for over 7 months. Even after 
2 days of hearings-March 9 and io
the committee took 3% months to con
sider, and agree upon, and report out a 
bill. 

In connection with the hearings of the 
other body, it is interesting to note that 
its committee heard 17 witnesses, 4 of 
whom were Government people, and the 
remainder were from the general pub
lic. All but 2 of the 13 public witnesses 
heard were proponents of home rule. 
Others desiring to be heard could only 
file statements. 

The other body considered the bill at 
various times during the 2 days it was 
debated, and only. a small number par
ticipated in the debate. 

Within 3 weeks of receipt of the Sen
ate-passed bill, the House District Com
mittee commenced hearings on it and 
the other home rule bills referred to it. 

Again, what is all the rush? 
Many of the House Members have par

ticipated in the efforts of their own legis
latures in rewriting their State consti
tutions, or in drafting amendments to 
their constitutions, such as the recent 
reapportionment battles and so forth. 
You khow what an involved undertaking 
it is to write or rewrite constitutional 
provisions, or to draft any delegations of 
authority such as are proposed in the 
bills here today, which set up a brand 
new and different form of government for 
the District of Columbia. 

This is not something to be undertaken 
lightly, or in some pell-mell rush before 
adjournment. In all fairness, as respon
sible and experienced Members of the 
Cong:r:ess know, you cannot write or re
write a 100-page bill of this kind on the 
floor of the House. You all recall the 
time and efforts which were necessary 
in committee after prolonged hearings 
to perfect legislation for the admissions 
of our latest States, Alaska and Hawaii. 

Contrary to what has been and may be 
represented to you, the bills before us do 
not represent the work of any widespread 
or representative group of the Washing
ton community, but rather, they were 
drafted by, and satisfy only, a small 
clique who want to take over the city of 
Washington for their own PUrPoses, un
der the guise of merely giving a voice in 
local affairs to the people of the District 
of Columbia. 

There has been no commission ap
pointed for this PUrPOSe, no effort fairly 
to secure the testimony of all the citi
zens or of representative groups in the 
District; no long, drafting sessions of all 
interested parties, citizen organizations, 
:businesses, and other agencies in the Dis
trict of Columbia, to come up with a bill 
which best reflects the wishes of the rna-
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jority of the citizens and taxpayers of 
the District. 

The other body, as' stated, heard only 
one group in opposition, the Federation 
of Citizens Association. By contrast, it 
did not hear the Metropolitan Washing
ton Board of Trade with over 7,000 .mem
bers who pay 90 percent of the real taxes 
in the District of Columbia. It and other 
such groups who are opposed to the pro
visions of these bills, in whole or in part, · 
were not given a chance publicly to 
present their case, only to file state
ments. 

What is the rush? 
The House committee held 7 days of 

hearings, which were terminated when 
the committee was summarily dis
charged. Each Member has been sent 
a copy of these hearings. If you have 
had the time to glance through them, 
you will see the very respectable testi
mony which was presented by respon
sible citizens and responsible groups who 
offered very serious objections to enact
ment of this legislation by the House. 
There were at least 40 to 50 other wit
nesses who desired to be heard, cut off by 
this kangaroo discharge effort. 

The House committe.e heard the pro
ponents fully in the last Congress, and 
this year devoted the first 3% days to 
proponents and then started to hear 
other witnesses in opposition. As stated, 
there remains a considerable number of 
persons, groups, and organizations who 
have not been heard either by the Sen
ate or House committees, and yet who 
have huge stakes in the District. But 
the clique downtown insisted on getting 
this to the House before the hearings 
could be concluded, before the subcom
mittee--chaired by one of the most able 
lawyers in this body-could even eval
uate the very provisions, or perfect or 
modify or amend the language, where 
necessary. 

I can hardly believe that it is the will 
of the majority of this distinguished 
body that we agree to legislation by de..: 
fault, that we accept blindly the parcel 
before us, to the detriment of this fine 
Capital City, to the detriment of those 
whom we are here to represent. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BRoY
HILL]. 

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, today the House is being called 
upon to act in haste on one of the most 
complicated, confusing, misunderstood 
problems that we have had before the 
House of Representatives during this 
session. We are being asked to consider 
a bill on this vital and important sub
ject which not only has been denied the . 
consideration and hearings of a duly 
constituted committee of the House of 
Representatives, but which the propo
nents themselves admit is a bad bill and 
which must be rewritten or changed in 
clandestine meetings or smoke-filled 
rooms. 

Mr. Speaker, let me assure the Mem
bers of the House that these proposed 
alleged changes will not improve this 
legislation one iota. They will not even 
begin to overcome the many objections 
that have been raised to the legislation. 
They do not even try to overcome those 

objections. The proponents want to 
make just enough changes to lure enough 
additional votes to get this legislation 
across the finish line. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. I yield 
to the gentleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. McMILLAN. I neglected to state 
a moment ago that there is a home rule 
bill on the calendar, and it can be called 
up any District day. 

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not the proper way 
to legislate--in a piecemeal, patchwork 
manner-particularly on legislation 
which is so complicated, and which 
has engendered so much emotion. 

I do not know all of the reasons for 
the 218 Members signing the discl~arge 
petition, but I imagine they all had .a 
right to expect that they were signing to 
discharge a sound bill, a bill on which all 
of the details had been worked out. 

We have just had an assurance from 
the chairman of the Committee on the 
District of Columbia that the House will 
have an opportunity to vote on thif: sub
ject, to act on this subject, through a bill 
reported out by the duly-constituted 
committee of this House. 

I submit to you, Mr. Speaker, that re
gardless of how this legislation is 
amended, it will not meet and overcome 
all of the objections raised to this legis
lation. 

In view of the assurance on the part 
of the chairman, I urge the Members of 
the House to vote down the motion to dis
charge the committee. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to our distinguished colleague 
from New York [Mr. HORTON]. 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
one of those 218 who signed the discharge 
petition. I also am the ranking Repub
lican on the Subcommittee of the Dis
trict of Columbia Committee which was 
hearing the question of home rule. 

I can say to Members that it is my 
judgment that we would not be having 
an opportunity to express our will on this 
question were it not for the discharge 
petition. The reason I signed it was so 
that the House of Representatives could 
have an opportunity to express its will on 
this very important question. 

On this question of home rule for the 
District of Columbia, I should like to 
read from a statement of Senator Robert 
A. Taft, made in the Senate in May 1949, 
at which time he said: 

Washington is a great city, one of the 
greatest cities in the United States, a city 
of 900,000 people, and a city which has the 
same qualification for local home rule as has 
any other city in the United States. 

Senator Robert A. Taft continued: 
Here is a city in which Americans are born, 

and grow up without any right of home rule 
whatsoever, without any right to participate 
in the government which controls their daily 
affairs and has to do with their daily lives. 
I myself believe that local, self-government 
is almost as important to Uberty as is Na
tional Government. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the gentleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. HORTON. Senator Taft contin
ued: 

I do not believe we can have real frE!'edom 
i.;n this country without local self-govern
ment and the right of people to determine 
the matters which affect them in their daily 
lives, such as the administration of their 
schools, the condition of their streets, their 
various public services, and other things in 
which every community has a vital interest. 

That is the reason why I signed the 
discharge petition, and that is the rea
son why I believe we should give self
rule to the people of the District of Co
lumbia. 

I .urge the Members of the House to 
permit the House to exercise its will by 
voting for the resolution. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker·, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. SisK] . 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, as a sup
porter of self-government for the Dis
trict of Columbia, I come to the well 
today to urge Members to vote against 
the pending resolution. We have assur
ance that a bill will be called up early 
next year to consider this subject in an 
atmosphere which, in my opinion, will be 
far more conducive to good government 
and to giving these people the type and 
kind of government they should have. 

I would urge my colleagues on this 
occasion for a number of reasons--first, 
because it is almost October-second, 
that we not be "patsies" for a few people 
downtown who have a personal ax to 
grind, and that the Congress assert its 
will today and work its judgment and 
vote down this motion, to let us proceed 
to take care of the Nation's business for 
the balance of this year and then get 
this House adjourned. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
minority leader [Mr. GERALD R. FORD]. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker. 
I have tr~ditionally opposed the dis
charge petition method for the consid
eration of legislation. For this reason 
I did not sign the discharge petition on 
this occasion. Inasmuch as I oppose 
the discharge method, it is not my in
tention today to vote for the resolution 
that will shortly be before us. 

Furthermore, it seems to me that in
asmuch as the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia has now acted. even 
though I personally have many reser
vations about the legislation the com
mittee has approved, it does mean in 
the regular course of events the House 
of Representatives will have an oppor
tunity to consider home rule legislation 
and work its will on the. next District 
day, . which is October 11. I am also 
encouraged by the assurance given that 
the Committee on the District of Co
lumbia will bring forth home rule legis
lation for certain in this Congress. 

Let me add this footnote, however. 
I personally would hope that the House 
of· Representatives, if we do have an op
portunity to work our will, will approve 
some legislation that will give an auton
omy, some home rule, to the District of 
Columbia. .To achieve this and to sat
isfy myself I think perhaps there must 
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be certain changes made in the various 
bills that have come to my attention. 

First, I think it is mandatory that 
we have nonpartisan elections. The 
overwhelming majority of communities, 
the metropolitan areas of this country, 
do have nonpartisan municipal elections. 
My hometown of Grand Rapids, Mich., 
and the communities from which most 
of us come have nonpartisan elections. 
This is the growing trend and a sound 
one. According to studies made by spe
cialists in political science, the trend is 
this way. Why should we go in opposi
tion or contrary to that trend when we 
are taking or may take this step in the 
Nation's Capital? 

Second, I believe it is essential· and 
mandatory that we have an annual re
view of the amount that the Federal 
Government must pay to the District of 
Columbia for the services that are ren
dered for the National Government. 
Such a provision I understand is in
duded in one of the compromises. Such 
a provision for annual review by the 
House and Senate Committees on Ap
propriations is mandatory. 

Ladies and gentlemen of the House, 
I hope, one, we defeat the resolution; 
and two, if the resolution is approved, 
we must work our will, we must incor
porate these provisions and several 
others that have been recommended by 
the House Republican policy committee. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
South Carolina's time has expired. The 
gentleman from New York has 2% min
utes remaining. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
that time to myself. 

Mr. Speaker, the time of decision is 
nigh. I believe that the Congress has 
never before witnessed, and I doubt 
whether it will ever again witness, a mo
tion to discharge a committee from the 
consideration of a bill that is more ap
propriate, more proper, more necessary, 
more desirable than the motion now be
fore the House. For the 10 terms that I 
have served in this House I have joined 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle in 
introducing home rule bills. During the 
Eisenhower administration I joined our 
Republican colleagues in introducing the 
Eisenhower bill for home rule. During 
the Kennedy administration they joined 
me in offering the Kennedy proposal for 
home rule. Again in this session we 
have joined together, Republicans and 
Democrats, and it is a pledge of the plat
form of both major parties, in introduc
ing President Johnson's home rule bill 
for the District of Columbia. 

Each year I asked the District Com
mittee to hold hearings on these bills. 
I did it this year orally and in writing. 
Each time I was politely put off. · 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, w111 the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. MULTER. Surely; I yield to the 
majority leader. 

Mr. ALBERT. I want to commend the 
gentleman on the stand he is making and 
add that the procedure under which this 
bill comes to the floor of the House is a 
democratic procedure. It represents the 
manifestation of the will of a majority 
of the Members. If we ever lose majority 
rule in this House, we will lOse the power 

to act as a representative body. Demo
cratically brought forward this is a bill 
to extend the democratic principle to the 
residents of the District of Columbia. I 
hope the resolution is agreed to. 

Mr. MULTER. I thank our able and 
distinguished majority leader for that 
fine contribution. 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. MULTER. I cannot yield, I do not 
have enough time; I should like to very 
much. 

Mr. WHITENER. Will the gentleman 
yield for a brief question? 

Mr. MULTER. Permit me to finish 
my statement and, if I have time, I will 

· be glad to yield. 
No hearings were started this year be

fore the District Committee until we had 
introduced the resolution that is before 
us and announced that a discharge pe
tition would be placed upon the desk. 

The other body had passed its home 
rule bill, S. 1118, on July 22, 1965. 

Hearings in the House committee were 
started on August 18, 1965. The commit
tee compiled a printed record of the 
hearings of 572 pages. 

When the 216th signature was a:ffixed 
to the discharge petition on September 2, 
1965, the distinguished chairman of the 
House District Committee tried to hastily 
convene an executive session of that com
mittee to report out an alleged home rule 
bill. 

Although· no proper notice was given, 
that committee claims to have reported 
a bill. The bill reported had not even 
been introduced. It was dropped in the 
hopper the next day, September 3, 1965 
and was assigned the number H.R. 10115. 
It is that bill that House Report No. 957 
of September 3, 1965 refers to. 

The report was never submitted to the 
committee for approval and most com
mittee members never saw it until it was 
printed. 

One of the architects of that plan to 
divert attention from a true home rule 
bill referred to H.R. 4644 and H.R. 11218 
as having been clandestinely put to
gether. 

Nothing could have been more clan
destine than the report of the committee 
on H.R. 10115 or the so-called staff syn
opsis subsequently distributed by the 
chairman. 

Permit me to caution those that have 
read that document, that it is inaccu
rate, unfair, and incomplete. 

Incidentally for the answers to queS
tions culled from the Senate hearings, 
please refer to the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of September 24, beginning at page 25083 
thereof. I set forth these answers which 
appear in the Senate reco.rd, at pages 
300 to 321 of that body's hearings. 

I urge adoption of the pending motion. 
The SPEAKER. The time of the gen

tleman from New York [Mr. MULTER] has 
expired. All time has expired. 

The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. MULTER] 
to discharge the Committee on Rules 
from further consideration of House Res
olution 515. 

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I ·ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 213, nays 183, not voting 36, 
as follows: 

[Roll No. 327] 
YEA&-213 

Adams Gilbert Murphy, ru. 
Addabbo Gilllil.gan Murphy, N.Y. 
Albert Gonzalez Ned.zi 
Anderson, Grabowski Nix 

Tenn. Gray O'Brien 
Annunzio Green, Oreg. O'Hara, Mich. 
Baldwin Green, Pa.. Olsen, Mont. 
Ba.ndstra Greigg Olson, Minn. 
Barrett Grider Ottinger 
Bell Griffin Patten 
Bingham Grl.tnths Pelly 
Blatnik Hagen, Ca.llf. Pepper 
Boggs Halpern Perkins 
Boland Hamilton PoweLl 
Bolling Hanley Price 
Bra.demas Hanna Pucinski 
Broomfield Hansen, Iowa. Race 
Brown, Ca11l. Hansen, Wash. Red1in 
Burke Harvey, Mich. Reid, N.Y. 
Burton, Calif. Hathaway Resnick 
Byrne, Pa. ID:i.wk.ins Reuss 
Ca.hlll Hechler Rhodes, Pa. 
CallJ.,an Helstoski Rivers, Alas.k:a. 
Cameron Hicks Robison 
Carey Holll.and RO<llno 
CeHer Horton Ronan 
Cla..rk Howard Roncallo 
Cleveland Hungate Rooney, N.Y. 
Clevenger Huot Rooney, Pa. 
Cohe1an Irwin Roosevelt 
Conable Jacobs Rosenthal 
Conte Joelson Rostenkowski 
Co~ers Johnoon, Calif. Roush 
Corbett Karsten Roybal 
Corman Ka.rth Ryan 
Craley Kastenmeier St Germain 
Culver Keogh St. Onge 
Daddario King, Calif. Scheuer 
DanieLs King, Utah Schisler 
Dawson Kluczynski Schmidhauser 
Del:a.ney Krebs Schweiker 
Dent Leggett Secrest 
Denton Lindsay Senner 
Diggs Long, Md. Shipley 
Dow Love Sickles 
Du~ McCarthy S~k 
Duncan, Oreg. McClory Smith, Iowa 
Dwyer McDoweLl Smith, N.Y. 
Dyal McF8111 Stafford 
Edmondson McGrath Staggers 
Edwaros, Ca.ldf. McVicker Sta.lbaum 
E115worth Macdona.l.d. Stratton 
Evans, Colo. Machen Sul'l.ivan 
Fallon Mackay Sweeney 
Farbstein Mackie Tenzer 

· Farnsl.ey Madden Thompson, N.J. 
Farn'UIIl M.a.lllia.rd Todd 
Fascel1 Mathda.s Tunney 
Feighan Matsunaga Tupper 
FlOOd May Udall 
Fogarty Meeds Ul[.m.an 
Foley M1liler Vaal DeerUn 
Ford, M1n1sh Va.ndk 

W1liliam D. Mink Vigortl.to 
Fraser MoeNer Vivian 
Friedel Moruagan Weltner 
Fulton, Pa. Moorhea.d Widnalll. 
Fulton, Tenn. Morga.n Wolff 
Gallagher Morse Wyatt 
Garmatz Mosher Yates 
Giaimo Moss Zablocki 
Gibbons Multer 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Andrews. 

N.Dak. 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Ashmore 
Ayres 
Barlng 
Bates 
Battlln 
Beckworth 
Belcher 
Bennett 
Berry 
Betts 
Bonner 
Bow 
Bray 
Brock 
Brooks 

NAY&-183 

Broyhill., N.C. 
BroyhiLl, Va. 
Buc.ha.nan 
Burleson 
Burton, Utah 
Bymes, Wis. 
Cabell 
Carter 
Casey 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chelf 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Collier 
Cooley 
Cramer 
Cunmdngham 
Curtin 
Curtis 
Dague 

Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
de la. Garza 
Derwinsid. 
Devine 
Dicld.nson 
Dingell 
Dole 
Dorn 
Dowdy 
DoWllling 
Duncan, Tenn. 
Edwards, Ala. 
Erlenborn 
Everett 
Evins, Tenlll. 
Findley 
Fino 
Fisher 
Flynt 
Ford, Gerald R. 
Fountain · 
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Fuqua 
Gathings 
Gettys 
Gross 
Grover 
Gubser 
Hagan, Ga. 
Haley 
Ha.l!l 
Ha.ru;en, Idaho 
Hardy 
HMTis 
Harsha 
Harvey, Ind. 
Hays 
Henderson 
Herlong 
Hul'l 
Hutchinson 
I chord 
Jarman 
Jennings 
Johnson, Pa. 
Jonas 
Jones, Ala. 
Jones, Mo. 
Keith 
Kelly 
KirWan 
Kornegay 
Kunkel 
Laird 
Langen 
Latta 
Lennon 
Lipscomb 
Long, La. 
McCulloch 
McDade 
McMillan 

MacGregor 
Mahon 
Marsh 
Mwrtin, Ala. 
Martin, Mass. 
Martin, Nebr. 
Matthews 
Michel 
Mills 
Minshall 
Mize 
Moore 
Morris 
Morton 
Murray 
Natcher 
Nelsen 
O'Konski 
O'Neaa, Ga. 
Passman 
Patman 
Pike 
Pirnde 
Poage 
Pofr 
Pool 
Purcell 
Quie 
QuilJ.en 
Randall 
Reid,m. 
Reifel 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Riv&S, S.C. 
Roberts 
Rogers, CoLo. 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Tex. 
Roudebush 
Rumsfeld 

Satterfield 
Saylor 
Schnee bell 
Selden 
Shriver 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Skubitz 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, Va. 
Springer 
Stanton 
Steed 
Stubblefield 
Talcott 
Taylor 
Teague, Calif. 
Teague, Tex. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Trimble 
Tuck 
Tuten 
Utt 
Waggonner 
Walker, Miss. 
Walker, N.Mex. 
Watkins 
Watson 
Watts 
Wha.LJ.ey 
White, Idaho 
White, Tex. 
Whitener 
Whitten 
wmtams 
Wilson, Bob 
Wydler 
Young 
Younger 

NOT VOTING-36 

.Anlc.ie!'son, Ill. Goodell O'Neill, Mass. 
Andrews, Gurney Philbin 

George W. Halleck Pickle 
Andrews, Hebert Reinecke 

Glenn Holifield Scott 
Ashley Hosmer Stephens 
Aspinall. Johnson, Okla.. Thomas 
Bolton Kee Thompson, Tex. 
Callaway Klmg, N.Y. Toll 
Clawson, Del Landrum Willis 
Oolmer McEwen Wilson, 
Donohue Morrison Charles H. 
Frellnghuysen O'Hara, Ill. Wright 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. O'Neill of Massachusetts for, with Mr. 

Hebert against. 
Mr. Charles H. Wilson for, with Mr. Col

mer against. 
Mr. Toll for, with Mr. George W. Andrews 

against. 
Mr. Holtfield for, with Mr. Hosmer against. 
Mr. Donohue for, with Mr. Scott against. 
Mr. Philbin for, with Mr. Stephens 

against. 
Mr. Morrison for, with Mr. Landrum 

against. 
Mr. Kee for, with Mr. King of New York 

against. 
Mr. AshleY. for, with Mr. Halleck against. 
Mr. O'Hara of Illinois for, with Mr. Glenn 

Andrews against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Aspinall with Mr. McEwen. 
Mr. Johnson of Oklahoma with Mr. Ander-

son of Illinois. 
Mr. Pickle with Mr. Goodell. 
Mr. Thomas with Mr. Del Clawson. 
Mr. Wright with Mrs. Bolton. 
Mr. Thompson of Texas with Mr. Calla

way. 
Mr. Willis with Mr. Gurney. 

Mr. PELL Y changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea.'' 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. · 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of :this 

resolution the Speaker shall recognize Repre
sentative .ABRAHAM J. MULTER, or Representa
tive CARLTON R. SICKLES, or Representative 
CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, JUNIOR, or Represent
ative FRANK J. HoRTON to move that the 
House resolve itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union for 
the consideration of the b111 (H.R. 4644) to 
provide an elected mayor, city council, and 
nonvoting Delegate to the House of Repre
sentatives for the District of Columbia, and 
for other purposes, and all points of order 
against said b111 are hereby waived. After 
general debate, which shall be confined to 
the bill and continue not to exceed five hours, 
to be equally divided and controlled by one 
of the aforementioned Members and a Mem
ber who is opposed to said blll to be desig
nated by the Speaker, the b111 shall be read 
for amendment under the five-minute rule 
by titles instead of by sections. At the con
clusion of such consideration the Committee 
shall rise and report the bill to the House 
with such amendments as may have been 
adopted, and the previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and am.end
ments thereto to final passage without inter
vening motion except one motion to recom
mit, with or without instructions. After the 
passage of H.R. 4644, the Committee .on the 
District of Columbia shall be discharged 
from the further consideration of the bill 
S. 1118, and it shall then be in order in the 
House to move to strike out all after the 
enacting clause of said Senate bill and insert 
in lieu thereof the provisions contained in 
H.R. 4644 as passed. This special order shall 
be a continuing order until the b111 is finally 
disposed of. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
agreeing to the resolution. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
on ·that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 223, nays 179, not voting 30, 
as follows: 

Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Annunzio 
Baldwin 
Bandstra 
Barrett 
Bell 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Brademas 
Broomfield 
Brown, Calif. 
Burke 
Burton, Calif. 
Byrne, Pa. 
Cahill 
Callan 
Cameron 
Carey 
Celler 
Clark 
Cleveland 
Clevenger 
Cohelan 
Conable 
Conte 
Conyers 
Corbett 
Corman 
Craley 
Culver 
Daddario 
Daniels 
Dawson 
Delaney 
Dent 
Denton 

(Roll No. 328] 
YEA8-223 

Diggs Hagen, Calif. 
Dingell Halpern 
Donohue Hamilton 
Dow Hanley 
Dulski Hanna 
Duncan, Oreg. Hansen, Iowa 
Dwyer. Hansen, Wash. 
Dyal Harvey, Mich. 
Edmondson Hathaway 
Edwards, Calif. Hawkins 
Ellsworth Hechler 
Evans, Colo. Helstoski 
Evins, Tenn. Hicks 
Fallon Holland 
Farbstein Horton 
Farnsley Howard 
Farnum Hungate 
Fascell Huot 
Feighan !chord 
Flood Irwin 
Fogarty Jacob6 
Foley Joelson 
Ford, Johnson, Calif. 

William D. Karsten 
Fraser Karth 
Friedel Kastenmeier 
Fulton, Pa. Keogh 
Fulton, Tenn. King, Calif. 
Gallagher King, Utah 
Garmatz Kluczynski 
Giaimo Krebs 
Gibbons Leggett 
Gilbert Lindsay 
Gilligan Long, Md. 
Gonzalez Love 
Grabowski McCarthy 
Gray McClory 
Green, Oreg. McDade 
Green, Pa. McDowell 
Greigg McFall 
Grider McGrath 
Griffin McVicker 
Griffiths Macdonald 

MacGregor 
Machen 
Mackay 
Mackie 
Madden 
Mailliard 
Mathias 
Matsunaga 
May 
Meeds 
Miller 
Minish 
Mink 
Mize 
Moeller 
Monagan 
Moorhead 
Morgan 
Morse 
Mosher 
Moss 
Multer 
Murphy, Dl. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Nedzi 
Nix 
O'Brien 
O'Hara, Mich. 
Olsen, Mont. 
Olson. Minn. 
Ottinger 
Patten 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Andrews, 

Glenn 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Ashmore 
Ayres 
Baring 
Bates 
Battin 
Beckworth 
Belcher 
Bennett 
Berry 
Betts 
Bonner 
Bow 
Bray 
Brock 
Brooks 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burleson 
Burton. Utah 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cabell 
Callaway 
Carter 
Casey 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chelf 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Collier 
Cooley 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Curtin 
Curtis 
Dague 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
de la Garza 
Derwinski 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Dole 
Dorn 
Dowdy 
Downing 
Duncan, Tenn. 
Edwards, Ala. 
Erlenborn 
Everett 

Pelly 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Philbin 
Powell 
Price 
Pucinski 
Qute 
Race 
Redlin 
Reid, N.Y. 
Resnick 
Reuss 
Rhodes, Pa. 
Rivers, Alaska 
Robison 
Rodino 
Ronan 
Roncalio 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Roosevelt 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roush 
Roybal 
Ryan 
StGermain 
St. Onge 
Scheuer 
Schisler 
S9hmidhauser 

NAY8-179 

Schweiker 
Secrest 
Senner 
Shipley 
Shriver 
Sickles 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa. 
Smith, N.Y. 
Stafford 
Staggers 
Stalbaum 
Stratton 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tenzer 
Thompson, ·N.J. 
Todd 
Trimble 
Tunney 
Udall 
Ullman 
Van Deerlin 
Vantk 
Vigorito 
Vivian 
Weltner 
Widnall 
Wolff . 
Wyatt 
Yates 
Zablocki 

Findley O'Konski 
Fino O'Neal, Ga. 
Fisher Passman 
Flynt Patman 
Ford, Gerald R. Pike 
Fountain Pirnie 
Fuqua Poage 
Gathings Pofr 
Gettys Pool 
Gross Purcell 
Grover Quillen 
Gubser Randall 
Gurney Reid, Dl. 
Hagan, Ga. Reifel 
Haley Rhodes, Ariz. 
Hall Rivers, S .C. 
Hansen, Idaho Roberts 
Hardy Rogers, Colo. 
Harris Rogers, Fla. 
Harsha Rogers, Tex. 
Harvey, Ind. Roudebush 
Hays Rumsfeld 
Henderson Satterfield 
Herlong Saylor 
Hull Schneebelt 
Hutchinson Selden 
Jarman Sikes 
Jennings Sisk 
Johnson, Pa. Skubitz 
Jonas Smith, Calif. 
Jones, Ala. Smith, Va. 
Jones, Mo. Springer 
Keith Stanton 
Kelly Steed 
King, N.Y. Stephens 
Kirwan Stubblefield 
Kornegay Talcott 
Kunkel Taylor 
Laird Teague, Calif. 
Langen Teague, Tex. 
Latta Thomson, Wis. 
Lennon. Tuck 
Lipscomb Tuten 
Long, La. Utt 
McCulloch Waggonner 
McMillan Walker, Miss. 
Mahon Walker, N.Mex. 
Marsh Watkins 
Martin, Ala. Watson 
Martin, Mass. Watts 
Martin, Nebr. Whalley 
Matthews White, Idaho 
Michel White, Tex. 
Mills Whitener 
Minshall Whitten 
Moore Williams 
Morris Wilson, Bob 
Morton Wydler 
Murray Young 
Natcher Younger 
Nelsen 

NOT VOTING-30 

Anderson, Ill. 
Andrews, 

GeorgeW. 
Ashley 
Aspinall 
Bolton 
Clawson, Del 

Colmer Johnson, Okla. 
Frelinghuysen Kee 
Goodell Landrum 
Halleck McEwen 
Hebert ·Morrison 
Holifield O'Hara, Til. 
Hosmer O 'Neill, Mass. 
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Pickle Thompson, Tex. Wilson, 
Reinecke Toll Charles H. 
Scott Tupper Wright 
Thomas Willis 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote : 
Mr. O'Neill of Massachusetts for, with Mr. 

Hebert against . · 
Mr. Charles H. Wilson for, with Mr. Colmer 

against. 
Mr. Toll for, with Mr. George W . Andrews 

against. 
Mr. Holifield for, with Mr. Hosmer against. 
Mr. Morrison for, with Mr. Scott against. 
Mr. Kee for, with Mr. Landrum against. 
Mr. Ashley for, with Mr. Halleck against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Thomas with Mrs. Bolton. 
Mr. Thompson of Texas with Mr. Del 

Clawsbn. 
Mr. Aspinall with Mr. McEwen~ 
Mr. Pickle with Mr. Anderson of Illinois. 
Mr. Willis with Mr. Goodell . 
M'r. Wright with Mr. Frelinghuysen. 
Mr . O'Hara of Illinois with Mr. Johnson of 

Oklahoma. 

The .result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

The SP.EAKER. Pursuant to the pro
visions of the resolution CH. Res. 515), 
the Chair designates the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. McMILLAN] 
to control the time in opposition to the 
bill, H.R. 4644. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. MULTERJ. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill CH.R. 4644) to provide an 
elected Mayor, City Council, and non
voting Delegate to the House of Repre
sentatives for the District of Columbia, 
and for other purposes. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. 'McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. McMILLAN] makes 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present~ Evidently, a quorum is not 
present. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Anderson, Ill. 
Andrews, 

George W. 
Ashley 
Aspinall 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Brown, Calif. 
Clawson, Del 
Cleveland 
Colmer 
Conyers 
Davis, Wis. 
Frelingh uysen 
Goodell 

[Roll No. 329] 
Halleck 
Hanna 
Harsha 
Hebert · 
Holifield 
Hosmer 
Irwin 
Johnson, Okla. 
Kee 
Landrum 
McEwen 
Morrison 
O 'Hara, Ill. 
O 'Neill, Mass. 
Pickle 

Powell 
Reinecke 
Resnick 
Scott 
Smith, Calif. 
Thomas 
Thompson, Tex. 
Toll 
Williams 
Willis 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wright 

The SPEAKER pro tempore CMr. AL
BERT). On this rollcall, 388 Members 
have answered to their names, a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

HOME RULE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

The SPEAKER pro tempo-re. The 
question is on the motion of the gentle
man from New York [Mr. MuLTER] that 
the House resolve itself into the Commit
tee on the Whole House on the State of 
the Union for the consideration of the 
bill H.R. 4644. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I 

object to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the point 
of order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL
BERT) . The Chair will count. [After 
counting.] Evidently a quorum is not 
present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were-yeas 234, nays 155, not voting 44, 
as follows: 

Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert · 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Annunzio 
Baldwin 
Bandstra 
Barrett 
Bates 
BelJ. 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Boland 
Bolling 
Brademas 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Burke 
Burton, Calif. 
Byrne , Pa. 
Cahill 
Callan 
Cameron 
Carey 
Celler 
Cl!M'k 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Cl·eveland 
Clevenger 
Cohelan 
Conable 
Conte 
Conyers 
Corbett 
Corman 
Craley 
Culver 
Curtis 
Daddario 
Daniels 
Dawson 
Delaney 
Dent 
Denton 
Diggs 
Donohue 
Dow 
Dulski 
Duncan, Oreg. 
Dwyer 
Dyal 
Edmondson 
Edwards, Cal.if. 
Ellsworth 
Evans, Colo. 
Fallon 
Farbstein 
Farnsley 
Farnum 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Flood 
Fogarty 
Foley 

[Roll No. 330 ] 
YEAS-234 

Ford, Gerald R. Machen 
Ford, Mackay 

WilJ.iam D. Mackie 
Fraser Madden 
Friedel Mahon 
Fulton, Pa. Mailltard 
Fulton, Tenn. Mathias 
Gallagher Matsunaga 
Garmatz May 
Giaimo Meeds 
Gibbons Miller 
Gilbert Min1sh 
Gilligan Mink 
Gonzalez Mize 
Grabowski Moeller 
Gray Mon.agan 
Green, Oreg. Moorhead 
Green, Pa. Morgan 
Greigg Morse 
Gride r Morton 
Griffin Mosher 
Griffiths Moss 
Grover Multer 
Hagen, Calif. Murphy, Ill. 
.Halpern Murphy, N.Y. 
Hamil ton N edzi 
Hailll.ey Nix 
Hansen, Iowa O'Brien 
Hansen, Wash.. O'Hara, Mich. 
Harvey, Mich. Olsen, Mont. 
Hathaway Olson, Minn. 
Hawkins Ottinger . 
Hechler Patten 
Helstoski PeLly 
Hicks Pepper 
Holla nd Perkins 
Horton PhH.bin 
Howard Pirnie 
Hungate Powell 
Huot Price 
!chord Pucinski 
Jacobs Quie 
Joelson Race 
Johnson, Calif. Randall 
Karsten Redlin 
Karth Reid, N.Y. 
Kastenmeier Reifel 
Keith Resnick 
Keogh Reuss 
King, C81lif. Rhodes, Pa. 
King, Utah Robison 
Kluczynski Rodino 
Krebs Rogers, Colo. 
Leggett Ronan 
Lindsay Roncaldo 
Long, Md. Rooney, N.Y. 
Love Rooney, Pa. 
McCarthy Roosevelt 
McClory Rosenthal 
McDade Rostenkowski 
McDowell Roush 
McFall Roybal 
McGrath Rumsfeld 
McVicker Ryan 
Macdonald St Gennain ·· 

St. Onge 
Scheuer 
Schisler 
Schmidha user 
Schweiker 
Secrest 

Stafford Udall 
Staggers UEI.man 
Stalbaum Van Deerlin 
Steed Vanik 
Stratton Vigorito 
Sullivan Vivian 

. Senner 
Shipley 
Shriver 
Sickles 

Sweeney Watts 
Teague, Calif. We1tner 
Tenzer White, Idaho 
Thompson, N.J. Wolff 

Sisk Todd Wyatt 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, N.Y. 

Trimble Wydler 
TUnney Yates 
TUpper Zablocki 

NAYS-155 
Abbitt Erlenborn 
Abernethy Everett 
Adair Findley 
Andrews, Fino 

Glenn Fisher 
Andrews, Flynt 

N . Dak. Fountain 
Arends Fuqua 
Ashbrook Gathings 
Ashmore Gettys 
Ayres Gross 
Battin Gubser 
Beckworth Gurney 
Belcher Hagan, Ga. 
Benn ett Haley 
Berry Hall 
Betts Hansen, Idaho 
Bonner Hardy 
Bow Harris 
Bray Harvey, Ind. 
Brock Hays 
Brooks H enderson 
Broyhill, Va. Herlong 
Buchanan HuloJ. 
Burleson Hutchinson 
Burton, Utah Jarman 
Byrnes, Wis. Jennings 
Cabell Johnson, Pa. 
Callaway Jonas 
Carter Jones, Mo. 
Casey KelJ.y 
Cederberg King, N.Y. 
Chamberlain K irwan 
Chelf Kornegay 
Clancy Kunkel 
Collier Laird 
Cooley Langen 
Cramer Latta 
Cunningham Len non 
Curtin Lipscomb 
Dague Long, La. 
Da vis, Ga. McCulloch 
Davis, Wis. McMillan 
de la Garza MacGregor 
Derwinski Marsh 
Devine Martin, Ala. 
Dickinson Martin, Mass. 
Dol·e Martin, Nebr. 
Dorn Matthews 
Dowdy MicheJ. 
Downing Mllls 
Duncan, Tenn. Minshall 
Edwards, Ala. Moore 

Morris 
Murray 
Natcher 
Nelsen 
O'Konski 
O'Neal, Ga. 
Passman 
Patman 
Pike 
Poage 
Pol! 
Pool 
Purcell 
Quillen 
Reid, Ill. 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Rivers, S.C. 
Roberts 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Tex. 
Roudebush 
Satterfield 
Saylor 
SchneebeU 
Selden 
Sikes 

. Smith, Va. 
Springer 
Stanton 
Stephens 
Stubblefield 
Talcott 
Taylor 
Teague, Tex. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Tuck · 
Tuten 
Utt 
Waggonner 
Walker, Miss. 
Walker, N.Mex. 
Watkins 
Watson 
Whalley 
White, Tex. 
Whit ener 
Whitten 
Willd.ams 
Willson, Bob 
Young 
Younger 

NOT VOTING-44 
Anderson, DJ.. GoodeLl O'Neill, Mass. 
Andrews, Halleck Pickle 

George W. Hanna Reinecke 
Ashley Harsha Rivers, Alaska 
Aspinall Hebert Scott 
Baring Holifield Skubitz 
Boggs Hosmer Smith, Calif. 
Bolton Irwin Thomas 
Broomfield Johnson, Okla. Thompson, Tex. 
Brown, Calif. Jones, Ala. Toll 
Clawson, Del Kee WiooaJl 
Colmer Landrum Willis 
Dingell McEwen Wilson, 
Evins, Tenn. Morrison Charles H. 
Frelinghuysen O'Hara., ill. Wright 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The doors were opened. 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill H.R. 4644, with Mr. 
KEOGH in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
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By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 10 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, L'Shanah Tovah Ti

kosevu. Those three Hebrew words are 
the traditional New Year's greeting of 
my coreligionists who observed the be
ginning of New Year, beginning last 
night at sunset. Its relevance will be
come clear in a moment. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. MULTER. I will be very happy 
to yield to our majority leader. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, we ap
preciate our distinguished colleague 
wishing us a Happy New Year. I would 
like to say to the House that while we 
may have differences on legislative mat
ters, there is one matter, speaking of 
happiness, with respect to which there 
is no disagreement among us, and that 
is the happiness we share 'in ·noting the 
presence on the floor today of our valued, 
lovable colleague, that great warrior who 
has been waging a successful battle 
against illness, the distinguished and 
able gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. BoNNER]. . 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, the 
traditional greeting I gave you a moment 
ago is even more apropos, and we ex
tend it not only to all of our colleagues 
but particularly to the gentleman from . 
North Carolina [Mr·. BONNER]. 

The translation of that greeting is: 
May you be inscribed in the Book of Life 

for a good year, a year of good health, pros
perity and peace. 

The reason this greeting came into be
ing is because we believe that the Lord 
on high judges every one of us during 
this period of the year, and i{ He finds 
that we are truly pentinent of our sins 
both against God and against man, and 
that we have consecrated ourselves to 
Him and rededicated ourselves to His 
cause of freedom, justice, and peace, then 
He will inscribe us in the Book of Life 
for a good year. 

If you recall theologians and historians 
alike agree that Moses caused the estab
lishment upon this earth of the first con
stitutional republican form of govern
ment, and the second such establishment 
of a constitutional republic came about 
when this country, these United States of 
America, were brought into being. I 
dare prophesy that if. we adhere to those 
important principles, these great United, 
States of America will be as everlasting 
as the Old Testament which laid down 
the precept, as enunciated in Exodus: 

Choose ye able men who love God, men of 
truth, hating covetousness, dedicated to the 
reign of freedom, justice and peace and 
select as your rulers these men to rule over 
thousands, over hundreds, over fifties, over 
tens. 

Here, too, theologians and historians 
agree that we can relate the thousands 
to nations, the hundreds to states, the 
fifties to cities and the tens to towns and 
villages. And in these United States we 
have followed that diyine directive these 
many years. 

. We have allowed the people to select I wonder if· the members of the com
their rulers of the Nation. We have al- mittee recall that we had t.o spend time 
lowed them to pick their rulers of the here on a bill which concerned itself 
States. We have allowed them to pick with the privilege of a clergyman not to . 
their rulers of their cities and towns and disclose that which his congregrant had 
villages, except in the District of Col- confessed to him? I wonder if you can 
umbia, in the great city of Washington. recall the many, many bills of inconse-

Here, Mr. Chairman, these many years quential effect that we here have. had to 
we have denied them that right. pass upon and enact with reference to 

Mr. Chairman, in using the word the streets and the houses of the District 
"rulers" we interpret it in its broadest of Columbia? 
sense to include Presidents, Governors, Surely your constituents have a right 
mayors, and legislators, whether they sit to expect us to giv-e our time and energy 
on the town board or the city council, in to the important things that are of na
State legislatures, or in the U.S. Con- tiona! concern and not of local concern. 
gress. I have enjoyed my service on the Dis-

So, Mr. Chairman, I exhort our fellow trict of Columbia Committee, but I as
Members today to return to that cove- sure you that every last member of that 
nant and give to the city of Washington, committee can be devoting their time 
the District of Columbia, that which much more effectively to matters of na
we recognize as our right throughout the tional concern and merely oversee that 
country, that for which we fought at which is done at the local level. 
home and for which we fight in other In order that other members who have 
countries. worked so hard to bring to · this body a 

I trust tnat in the hours ahead when bipartisan bill, I shall take no further 
we debate this bill, we shall address our- time now so that they can participate in 
selves to the merits or, if you please, the this debate. They should have the op
lack of merits of the bill, without rancor portunity to present their views on this 
and without loss of temper; that we do important legislation. I hope then you 
it fairly and justly so that we can arrive will join us in this effort to bring home 
at the kind of result of which we can be rule to the District of Columbia. 
proud; that when we pass this bill and The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
when it finally goes to the President for gentleman from New York has expired. 
his approval, we shall be proud of the · Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
job that we have done in restoring-and yield the gentleman 5 additional minutes. 
I repeat and emphasize "restoring"-to Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the people of the city of Washington and the gentleman yield? 
the District of Columbia their right to Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle-
govern themselves, by electing a city man from North Carolina. 
council, a city mayor, and by carrying . Mr. WHITENER. The gentleman has 
out the other provisions of this bill. made a very interesting statement about 

Now, Mr. Chairman, a word about the everything, but none about the legisla
legislative situation. Many bills have tion that is pending. The gentleman 
been introduced providing for home rule has intro<;Iuced five . bills on so-called 
for the District of Columbia. The so- home rule. I was wondering on which 
called retrocession bill is not a home rule rock is he resting today. Could he give 
bill; the so-called referendum bill that us ~orne explanation? 
calls for a referendum and the election Mr. MULTER. Before the debate is 
of a charter commission and a referen- closed we will give you .a complete ex
dum upon that, and then a vote by this planation of all of the bills. The five 
Congress, is not a home rule bill. bills I have introduced have been intra-

The bills that provide for a charter duced to get before the coqunittee and 
for the District of Columbia such as we the Congress every version of home 
have pending before us no~. will give rule-the Eisenhower version, the Ken
home rule to the District of Columbia nedy version, the Johnson version, and 
and to its people. There can be differ- the last bill introduced by me will be of
ences of opinion as to the various pro- fered as a substitute for H.R. 4644. That 
visions of the bill, and I imagine that is the bill which we hope the House will 
there will be considerable discussion adopt. 
about those differences, but if we keep in Mr. WHITENER. I wonder if the gen
mind that our purpose is to give true tleman will be kind enough to tell us 
home rule to the people of the District what effect these last two bills will have 
of Columbia, retaining unto us, the Con- on the District court system? 
gress, the constitutional mandate that Mr. MULTER. They· will do nothing 
we will oversee and make sure that at all to the court system. The court system 
times it does that which is right and continues as it exists now until such time 
proper and constitutional, retaining at as the City Council may adopt some law 
all times the right to change, ·modify, or to the contrary, if they ever see fit to 
repeal anything that they may do on the do so. 
local level. We can entrust unto them Mr. WIDTENER. If they saw fit to 
the right to elect their local officials to do so, then they would take away from 
try to do the job that should be done for the District judges who have now juris
themselves by themselves. diction over felonies and over civil cases 

Mr. Chairman, I wonder how many of involving more than $10,000, their juris
our colleagues know tha~ we ~n this Con- diction completely. 
gress have spend our time determining Mr. MULTER. How do we know what 
how long a leash a dog may be led by on · the City Council wil~ do, and what effect 
the streets of the District of 9olumbia. and what form that law will have, until 
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they introduce it? There is no indica
tion they will make any change. 

Mr. WHITENER. Does it not follow 
that if we are going to give considera
tion to the provisions of article I, sec
tion 8 of the Constitution, we have a 
bounden duty to know what is happen
ing to the courts? 

Mr. MULTER. We are bound to 
know that as it may happen. We do not 
have to project our minds forward to 
try to imagine some law that has not 
even as yet been written. We retain 
jurisdiction to change anything that 
the City Council may hereafter attempt 
to provide. 

Mr. WHITENER. Would the gentle
man tell us what would happen to the 
District of Columbia water system 
which, as I understand it, is owned by 
the Corps of Army Engineers, and 
operated by them, if either of your five, 
six, or whatever the number of bUls you 
have introduced, is passed? 

Mr. MULTER. Let us try to address 
ourselves to the substitute that we hope 
wUl be passed. H.R. 4644 was intro
duced here as the administration bill. 
S. 1118 was introduced in the other 
body as the administration bill. S. 1118 
as passed by the other body was the 
administration bUl with amendments. 
We seek to further amend that basic 
administration bUl by the bill which we 
will offer as a substitute for H.R. 4644. 
None of those btlls will in any way 
whatsoever interfere or take away from 
the Congress· its right to legislate on any 
subject it pleases with respect to the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. WHITENER. Would the gentle
man answer this question if he can: 
How much of a fund would we be re
quired to use to cover the possible tax 
rate increases under your City Council 
and Mayor, on the Capitol Building 
and other buildings and grounds in the 
Capitol complex, which is valued at 
$58 million and $157 million, respec
tively? 
· Mr. MULTER. The District of Co
lumbia will not appropriate or spend a 
5-cent piece on any building which is 
owned and controlled by the U.S. Gov
ernment, by the Federal Government. 
They will have no jurisdiction over the 
Capitol, the White .House, or any · other 
Federal building which is used in the 
national interest by the Nation. 

They will have jurisdiction only over 
those buildings that belong to the Dis
trict government. 

Mr. WHITENER. The gentleman cer
tainly is not trying to leave the impres
sion that they have not already agreed 
on an evaluation of $58,092,680 on the 
Capitol and $157,381,447 on the other 
Capitol buildings and grounds and the 
present tax rate is $2.70 per $100 on 
property in Washington. 

Mr. MULTER. Let us not confuse the 
issue. An assessed valuation is not a 
tax, but it is the basis . on which you may 
tax. An evaluation is not a tax. An ap
praisal is not a tax. Let us not try to 
create the Ulusion that under the substi
tute bill, which is identical with H.R. 
11218, for the bUI that is before you, 
that there is going to be any tax of any 

kind imposed upon the U.S. Govern
ment by the District government. 

Mr. WHITENER. I had hoped the 
gentleman would at least have used a 
shotgun since I did not expect him to use 
a rifle in getting at any of these matters. 
But I wonder, did the gentleman lose 
faith in this proposed city government 
when he came up with the so-called com
promise about the Police Department? 

Mr. MULTER. Let us look the politi
cal facts of life in the face. 

Mr. WHITENER. What are those 
political facts of life? 

Mr. MULTER. The facts are very sim
ple. Everybody knows that we could not 
pass a bill providing for an automatic 
payment and that we did not have 
enough votes to pass the bill with an 
automatic payment. 

That is what I would prefer to see and 
that is what my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle who have worked on the bill 
would want to see. We do not have the 
votes for that and therefore have elim
inated it from the bill. 

Mr. WHITENER. I asked the gentle
man about the police department. The 
fact that in this so-called compromise 
there were four proponents apparently 
who met in a room to make up this com
promise and that they came up with an 
expression of no confidence in the pro
posed city government to supervise the 
police department. 

Mr. MULTER. That is not so at all. 
Obviously I misunderstood your ques
tions. In the first place we did not need 
any closed room to meet in. We met in 
the open. We invited anybody who had 
any ideas to contribute to come and con
tribute them. Everything we did was 
publicized. We talked to everybody who 
listened to us and we listened to every
body who talked to us. 

There was no lack of confidence in 
the police department by the amend
ment we have offered in this substitute. 

The following is the analyses of all of 
the home rule bills prepared under the 
direction of the chairman of the House 
District Committee. It was sent by him 
to every Member of the House. It ap
pears as a part of the printed hearings. 
It plainly shows the changes made by 
the Senate when that body passed 1118. 
All of the bills are set forth verbatim in 
the House committee hearings: 
HOME RULE BILLS, 89TH CONGRESS (HOUSE 

DISTRICT CoMMITTEE) 
I . APPOINTED GOVERNOR AND SECRETARY 

Elected Assembly-Nonvoting Delegate to 
House 

H.R. 628 (MULTER) . 
H.R. 630 (MULTER) . 
These identical bills provide for appoint

ment of a Governor and a Secretary by the 
President, with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, and election of a Legislative Assembly 
to replace the Board of Commissioners. Said 
Assembly is to be composed of 15 elected 
members, 3 from each one of 5 wards. 
The number of members of the Assembly 
may be changed by act of the Assembly 
approved by a majority of the qualified 
voters. All elections are to be nonpartisan 
elections. 

Provision is included for a Presidential 
veto of measures adopted by the LegiJ>lative · 
Assembly which the Goverp.or has dis
approved as adversely affecting a Federal 

interest. Congress retains the right to legis
late for the District, including the right to 
modify and repeal acts adopted by the Legis
lative Assembly. Election of a nonvoting 
Delegate to the House of Representatives is 
also authorized. 

No formula for a Federal payment to the 
District is included, but the bnls state it is 
intended that the Federal Government will 
annually pay an equitable share of the ex
penses of the District government. 

II. APPOINTED GOVERNOR AND SECRETARY 
Elected assembly-Minority party representa-

ti011r-Nonvoting Delegate to House 
H .R. 5800 (MATHIAS). 
H.R. 5801 (CAHILL) . 
H.R. 5802 (CLEVELAND) . 
H.R. 5803 ( C'ONTE) . 
H .R. 5804 (DWYER). 
H.R. 5805 (ELLSWORTH). 
H .R. 5806 (FRELINGHUYSEN). 
H.R. 5807 (HALPERN) . 
H .R. 5808 (HORTON ) . 
H.R. 5809 (LINDSAY). . 
H.R. 5810 (MORSE ) . 
H .R. 5811 (REID) . 
H.R. 5812 (STAFFORD). 
H .R. 5813 (TUPPER). 
These identical bills are similar t o H.R. 

628 and H .R. 630 as outlined above, but they 
differ from these two bills in the following 
respects: 

They provide for an elected legislative 
assembly. of 25 members, 5 from each of the 
5 wards, but they .do not provide for change 
in total membership of the assembly. 

All elections are to be partisan elections; 
the bllls provide for minority party repre
sentation, and no more than four members 
elected from any ward could be members of 
the same political party. 

The District budget would be adopted by 
the assembly after its submission to the 
Director of the U.S. Bureau of the Budget 
for approval. 

No provision is made for Federa l paymen t 
formula, but included in the bllls is the 
statement t hat it is intended that t h e Fed
eral Government will annually pay an equi
table share of the expenses of the District 
government. 

III. ELECTED MAYOR AND COUNCIL 
Nonvoting delegate to House-Federal pay-

ment formula 
H .R. 4644 (MULTER). 
H.R. 8090 (BELL). 
S. 1118 (BmLE). 
These bills provide for an elected m ayor 

to serve a 4-year term of office. He is given 
administrat.ive and executive powers and du
ties, including the power to disapprove acts 
of the CouncU of the District of Columbia 
which the blll establishes. The Council 
consists of 15 members, one from each of 15 
wards who are to be elected at large, each 
member being elected to a 2-year term of 
office. The Council is given local legislative 
power including taxing and borrowing pow
ers within specified· limits. 

Legislative review and control of t he local 
government is proposed to be retained by 
the Congress and the President. Congress 
is to have the right to repeal, amend, or 
initiate local legislation. However, enact 
ments by the home rule legislature, ap
proved by the President, could result in law 
which might not receive a m a jority vote in 
either House of Congress. 

The mandate to the Congress in the Con
stitution would be limited to the expression 
of one-third plus one of the Members of 
either House of Congress plus a presidential 
veto. Thus, while a one-third plus one vot e 
of the members of either body of the Con
gress, with presidential approval cannot en
act laws, the wishes of the majority of Con
gress could be avoided through the actions 
of the home rule legislature, with presi
dential approval. 
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The President is empowered to review acts 

passed by the Council and to disapprove any 
act which he finds may adversely affect the 
Federal interest. 

The bills further authorize the election 
of a Delegate to a 2-year term to represent 
the District in ·the House of Representa
tives. The District Delegate is given the 
right to p articipate in House debate but it is 
not given the power to vote. 

The bills provide for an annual payment 
out of t he U.S. Treasury to the general 
f und of t he District, to be based on a speci
fic formula, the elements of which substan
tially reflect the taxes which District offi
cials est ima te should be paid to the District 
as a result of the presence of the Federal 
Government within the Distric·t. Under the 
formula , District officials would establish the 
assessed valuation of Federal property and 
determine the tax rate on all real estate. 
The elements of the formula are: (1) Real · 
est ate t axes based on federally owned and 
used property, excluding such lands as parks 
a nd monuments; (2) taxes on other real 
property exempted from taxation by special 
provision of Congress; (3) personal prop
ert y taxes b ased on federally owned tangi
ble property, excluding objects of art, mu
seum pieces, statuary, and libraries; and (4) 
bU!)iness income and related taxes based on 
t he number of Federal employees whose 
places of employment are within the ·Dis
trict. Th e Mayor and the Councll, through 
the General Services Administration, would 
submit an annual request for Federal pay
ment (b ased upon District of Columbia offi
cia ls' assessments of Federal properties and 
their det erminations of the total payment 
due by t he formula) to the Secretary of the 
Treasury, who would make payment to the 
District out of the U.S. Treasury. The pay
ment would be automatic, without any ac
tion by t h e Congress or by its appropriation 
committees. 

These b ills also authorize the District to 
borrow money by the issuance of bonds. 
They place a limitation on d~bt, including 
debt to the United States, fixed at not more 
t han 12 percent of the average assessed value 
of the r eal and tangible personal property 
(including Federal} in the District aa of the 
first d ay of July of the 10 most recent fiscal 
year.s. I n cluded are requirements that, with 
certain exceptions, bond issues be approved 
by the vot ers. 

These bllls abolish a number of agencies, 
in cluding the Board of Education, the Zon
in g Commission, the Public Service Commis
sion, Recreation Board, and Board of Zoning 
Adjustment, and transfers their funottons 
to the Council. 

The bills exempt Government employees 
residing in Washington from the provisions 

. of the Hatch Act, thus authorizing them to 
participa-t e in partisan elections in the Dis
t rict of Columbia. 

S. 1118 (originally identical to H .R. 4644 
and ·H.R. 8090, above), as passed by the Sen
a te, differs from these bills as follows: 

Under S. 1118, the council would consist 
of 19 members elected for 4-year terms, 1 
from each of 14 wards and 5 elected at large. 
Of the five councilmen-at-large, no more 
than three may be members of the same 
political party. 

S. 1118 provides for a school board consist
ing of 14 members elected for 4-year terms on 
a n onpartisan basis. The House bills abolish 
t he Board of Education. 

S. 1118 permits recall of "any elected offi
cer," whereas the House bills permit recall of 
t h e mayor only. 

S. 1118 contains provisions for initiative 
under which the voters of the District would 
have power, independent of the mayor and 
t he council , to propose and enact legisla
t ion. Any act resulting from the exercise 
of the initiative is subject to disapproval by 
t he President in the same manner as an act 

CXI--1589 

passed by the council. The House bills do 
not provide for initiative. 

With respect to the Federal p ayment, S. 
1118 provides that the Administ rator of Gen
eral Services shall certify that the amount 
computed urider the formula and requested 
for p ayment is "based upon a reasonable and 
fair assessment of real and personal property 
of the United States and a pr:oper and accu
rate computation of the factors" which enter 
into the computation. The House bill does 
not so provide. 

A lso elected school board 
H.R. 629 (MULTER). 
This btll h as many simllarities to H .R . 4644 

and H.R. 8090, above, but also provides for 
an elected school board. 

The bill provides for an elected mayor, a 
District Councll composed of 9 members 
elected at large with 3 from each of 3 
wards (instead of 15 members as in H.R. 4644 
and H.R. 8090), a nonvoting Delegate to the 
House, and a school board composed of 9 
members elected at large with 3 from 
each of 3 wards. 

This bill does not contain any provision 
for a Presidential veto of acts of the District 
Councll, although it does retain in the Con
gress the authority to amend or repeal acts 
of the District Council and to legislate for the 
District. Neither does it contain any provi
sion for a Federal payment, but the bill states 
it is intended that the Federal Government 
annually pay an equit able share of the ex
penses of the District government. 

Referendum 
H.R. 640 (MULTER). 
H.R. 640 is identical to H.R. 4644 and H.R . 

8090, out lined above. 
In addition, however, H.R. 640 provides for 

referendum giving qualified voters of the Dis
trict the right to approve or reject any act of 
the District Council. 

Referendum may be had if, within 45 days 
after such act has been enacted, a petition is 
signed by at least 10 percent of the qualified 
voters who voted in the last preceding gen
eral election. 

If a majority of the qualified voters voting 
thereon do not approve the act, it shall be 
deemed to be repealed. 

IV. SELF-GOVERNMENT REFERENDUM 
Elected charter board-Charter referen

dum-Municipal government 
H.R. 10115. (SISK). 
This bill provides for a referendum, not 

later than 100 days after enactment, to deter
min e if the residents of the District · of Co
lumbia want self-government. 

If a majority of qualified voters approves 
the referendum, a District of Columbia Char
ter Board would be set up, consisting of 15 
persons, nominated by a petition of at least 
300 voters and elected at large in a non
partisan election. 

The charter board is empowered within 7 
months of elect ion to prepare a District of 
Columbia Charter establishing a municipal 
government for the Dist rict of Columbia, 
which would then be submitted to the voters 
for ,approval or disapproval. If approved, it 
would be transmitted to Congress a nd would 
take effect within 90 days thereafter, unless 
meanwhile it had been disapproved by either 
House; or if both Houses approved, it would 
take effect thereupon. 

Complete legislative power over the Dis
trict would be provided by such charter 
within the scope of the power of Congress 
acting as a legislature for the District, and 
consistent with the ·constitutional require
ment that Congress retains ultimate legisla
tive authority over the Nation's Capital. 

Reservation is also provided for the Con
gress at any time to amend the charter, or 
for the people Of the District to do so by 
referendum unless disapproved by Congress. 

Provision is included for veto by the Pres.: 
ident of any legislation enacted by the mu
nicipal government. 

The bill does not contain any provision 
for a Federal payment to the District. 

V. DELEGATE TO HOUSE 
H.R. 2622 (MATHIAS). 
H.R. 4765 (DIGGS ) . 
These similar bills authorize the election 

of a delegate from the District to the House. 
Said delegate shall be elected from candi

dates chosen from primary elections. 
The delegate is given the right to debate 

but not the right to vote. 
H .R. 2622, in addition, contains provision 

for a special election of a delegate to serve 
during the remainder of the 89th Congress, 
in a general election, after primaries to be no 
later than November 16, 1965. 

VI. ELECTED INDEPENDENT SCHOOL BOARD 
H.R. 5719 (BROYHILL of Virginia). 
H.R. 5720 (NELSEN}. 
H.R. 6008 (HORTON) . 
These identical bills would create a 10-

member independent School Board for the
District of Columbia, subject to acceptance of 
the legislation by District voters at a charter 
referendum. The members of the School 
Board would be elected for 2-year terms. 

The bills abolish the present Board of Edu
cation, and transfer to the School Board all 
functions of the present Board of Educa
tion, together with property, records, and 
funds relating to such functions. 

The School Board is denominated as an 
independent agency of the government of the 
District with authority to contract, and to 
sue and be sued in its own name and capac
ity. 

The School Board would be authorized to 
cause real estate, sales, and personal income 
taxes to be levied and to issue bonds to raise 
revenues which it could expend for the Dis
trict School Sy11tem. However, the Board may 
not issue bonds · or transfer funds from its 
capital construction account unless the 
electors have approved same in a referendum. 

In addition, the School Board would be 
given authority to assess the value of real 
property located in the District, take private 
property for public use, and initiate a refer
endum on any subject on which it is em
powered to act. 
VII. RETROCED~ PA~T OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TO 

MARYLAND 
H.R. 10264 (BROYHILL of Virginia). 
This bill authorizes the retrocession of that 

part of the District which was ceded to the 
United States by the State of Maryland, ex
cluding that area bounded roughly by Rock 
Creek Park, Florida Avenue, 15th Street NE., 
C Street NE., and the Anacostia and Potomac 
Rivers . 

It provides that the United States shall 
retain jurisdiction over the real and per
sonal property held by it within the portions 
of the District retroceded · to the State of 
Maryland. , 

It further provides that from the date of 
such retrocession, the State of Maryland 
shall be entitled to one additional Repre
sentative in the Congress, until the next re· 
apportionment of the State shall become ef~ 
fective. Unless the State otherwise provides, 
such additional Representative shall be 
elected from the Federal area retroceded by 
this blll to Maryland. 

VIII. THREE CIVILIAN COMMISSIONERS 
House Joint Resolution 117 (HOL~ND). 
This resolution amends existing law by 

eliminating the requirement that one of the 
three members of the Board of Commission
ers of the District of Columbia be an officer 
of the Corps ot Engineers of the U.S. Army. 

The resolution provides that the Board of 
Commissioners shall consist of " three per

. sons from civil life, one of whom shall be a 
qualified engineer." 
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A detailed summary · of S. 1118 as 
passed by the other body is as follows: 
DETAU..ED SUMMARY OF S. 1118--8ENATE VER

SION OF DISTRICT HOME RULE Bn.L . 
s. 1118 provides for the District of Colum

bia an elected Mayor, City Council, Board of 
Education, and a nonvoting Delegate to the 
House of Representatives. 

A. DISTRICT MEMBERSHIP 
1. Creation and membership: 
(a) Council shall consist of 19 members, 

1 elected from each of 14 wards and 5 elected 
at large. 

(b) Qualifications-Person must have re
sided in District for 3 years, resided in ward 
for 1 year if he is to be qualified. 

( 1) Cannot hold any other position while 
he is serving. 

(c) Each member shall receive $9,000 sal
ary, Chairman shall receive $10,000. 

2. Functions of District Council: 
(a) Board of Commissioners, Office of Com

missioner, Engineer Commissioner, Assistants 
to Engineer Commissioner are abolished. 

(b) Powers of Board of Commissioners 
transferred to District Council-except those 
powers relating to Mayor. 

(c) Board of Education continues under 
new District Council. 

(d) Zoning commissions abolished . . 
(e) Armory Board, three men, to be ap

pointed by Mayor. 
(f) District of Columbia Redevelopment 

Land Agency's powers transferred to munici
pal District of Columbia government. 

(1) Voluntary positions to be the rule on 
Redevelopment Agency-members appointed 
by Mayor: 

(g) Public Service Commission, Recreation 
Board, Board of Zoning Adjustment, and Zon
ing Advisory Council are abolished-powers 
transferred to District Council. 

3. Limitations of District Council: 
(a) No greater powers t~an presently held 

by Commissioners are vested in District 
Council over Commission on Mental Health, 
National Zoological Park, National Guard of 
District of Columbia, of the Washington 
aqueduct. 

(b) Council may not tax any property of 
U.S. Government. 

(c) May not lend the public credit for sup
port of any private undertaking. 

(d) May not use public money to support 
sectarian, denominational, or private schools. 

(e) May not amend or repeal any act of 
Congress which concerns functions or prop
erty of United States which is not restricted 
in its use exclusively to the District. 

(f) Council may not restrict or end powers 
of National Capital Planning Commission 
except as they encompass Engineering Com
missioner or Board of Commissioners. 

(g) Every act passed by the District Coun
cil shall include preamble or be accompanied 
by a report. 

(h) Act passed by Council shall be pre
sented by Chairman of Council to the Mayor, 
who shall take action on ·measure within 
10 days of its presentation to him. 

(i) If Mayor approves act, he shall present 
it to the President. 

(j) If Mayor doesn't approve act, he shall 
present it back to the Council within 10 days 
or it will be deemed approved. 

(k) If Council reapproves act by a two
thirds vote within a 30-day period, measure 
passes by Mayor and goes to President. 

(1) Congress reserves right to enact legis
lation for the District of Columbia; Congress 
may also repeal any law in force in the Dis
trict prior to or after the enactment of the 
Home Rule Act. · 

(m) Powers of U.S. Attorney for the Dis
trict are left untouched by this act. 

(n) District Council shall have the powers 
of organization and composition of the mu
nicipal courts of the District of Columbia 

and the appointment of municipal court 
judges. · 

(o) Nothing can be done to change the 
composition or organization of the U.S. Dis
trict Court of the District of Columbia-only 
municipal courts can be changed. 

(p) Council allowed to pass legislation 
concerning District of Columbia Court of 
Appeals-District of Columbia Appeals Court 
may be given powers to review decisions and 
orders to administrative agencies in con
nection with licensing and registrations. 

B. ORGANIZATION AND PROCEDURES OF THE 
DISTRICT COUNCU.. 

1. The Chairman and Vice Chairman: 
(a) Chairman presides over meeting of 

District Council. 
(b) Chfil. irman acts instead of Mayor when 

-Mayor is absent or unable to act. 
(c) Chairman serves as long as his term 

on the District Council. 
(d) Vice chairman takes over in the ~b

sence of the chairman. 
(e) Secretary of District Council-record

keeping and recording of votes on legisla
tion-secretary and clerical assistants aJp
pointed by qouncil. 

3. Meetings of council; first meeting 
called by member who received highest vote 
in first election-he shall preside l,Jntil a 
regula.r chairman is chos!'m. 

(a) Following election of chairman, sec
retary sets date of next session of council. 

(b) Council holds at least one regular 
meeting a week-during July and August 
holds at least two regular meetings a week. 
Special meetings may be called by chairman, 
members of council or by mayor. 

4. Oommlrttees: Chairman determines, W'Lth 
advice and consent from members of council, 
what are the standing and the select com
mLttees. 

5·. Procedures for zoning acts: 
(a) Council must first deposit zoning acts 

in introduced form, to National Capital Plan
ning Commission. Commission must submit 
its comment to council on bill within 30 days, 
including advice as to whether the proposed 
legislation is in accordance with the com
prehensive plan for the District of Columbia. 

(b) After comments are received by coun
cil from National Capital Planning Com
mission, public hearings aJre then held on the 
act (acts) which are passed and deposited 
with Capital Planning Commission. 

(c) Council has the powers of investigE~~t
ing affairs of the District committees or full 
council may carry on inwstigations into 
handling of finances, etc. · 

C. MAYOR 
1. Person elected to mayoa:sh!ip can hold 

no other appointed office at time of his elec
ti·on-mus.t have resided in District for 3 
years. 

2. Powers and duties: 
(a) Executive power of District invested in 

mayor. 
(b) Mayor shall designate officer or officers 

of the executive department of the District 
who, during periods of aJbsence of the mayor, 
the chairman, or the vice chairman from the 
otty administration, sha.Il ~xecute and per-
form the duties of mayor. ' 

(c) Acts as head of District for ceremonial 
purposes and is official spokesman fo!l" the 
District. 

(d) Mayor shall administer laws relating 
to the appointment, promotion, etc. of an 
personnel employed in the office of mayor 
and of personnel in the executive depart
ments of the city administration. 

(e) Mayor adminls~rs personnel functions 
covering employees of all District depart
ments, boards, commissions, agencies, etc. 

(f) Through heads of administrative 
boards, offices, and agencies, shr..ll supervise 
and direct such boards, offices, and agencies. 

(g) Prepares, at the end of each fiscal year, 
reports on (1) finances, (2) administrative 

activities of the executive office of mayor and 
the executive departments of the District. 

(h) Keep council advised of financial con
dition and future needs of the District and 
make such recommendations to the council 
as seem to him desirable. · 

(i) May submit drafts of acts to the 
council. 

(j) Performs other duties as the council 
may vote to let him direct. · 

(k) Mayor may delegate some of his func
tions, if he so desires, except for function of 
approving or disapproving acts of council and 
for contracts between the District and the 
Federal Government, 'to any officer, employee, 
or agency of the executive department who 
may, upon approval of mayor, make further 
delegations of power. 

( 1) City administrator shall be appointed 
by mayqr and may be removed by mayor who 
shall be chief managerial aid to mayor. 

(m) Mayor or council may propose~ Con
gress or to the executive branch legislation or 
other action not falling within authority of 
District government as defined by act. 

(n) Mayor may issue administrative or
ders to carry out or enforce acts of city 
council. 

D. DISTRICT BUDGET 
1. Mayor must prepare and submit, not 

later than April1, annual budget estimates to 
District council. 

2. Mayor shall work with council to achieve 
( 1) consistency of accounting and budget 
classifications, (2) synchronization between 
accounting and budgeting and organizational 
structure, (3) information on prograins in
cluded in budget. 

3. Council must adopt a budget not later 
than May 15. 

4. Five-year Capitol program: (a) Capital 
program shall include ( 1) list of all capital 
improvements proposed to be undertaken in 
next 5 fiscal years, . with information as to 
the necessity of these improvements, (2) 
cost estimates, methods of financing, time 
schedules for each improvement, (3) esti
mated annual cost of operating and main
taining fac111ties to be constructed and/or 
equipped actual capital expenditures shall 
be carried out each year as capital outlay 
section of current budget. 

5. Council may adopt acts to give supple
mental appropriations for any of capital 
projects budgeted in annual budget. 

E. BORROWING 
1. District may incur indebtedness of Dis

trict at any time outstanding and to pay 
cost of constructing or acquiring any capital 
projects requiring expenditures greater than 
amount of taxes or other revenues. 

2. No bonds can be issued which exceed 
12 percent of assessed value of taxable real 
and tangible personal property located in the 
District and real and tangible property ex
. eluding certain Federal Government facili
ties located in the District. 

(a) Bonds can be either long-term used 
to finance highway construction, mass 
transit, water and sanitary sewage projects, 
etc. Bonds for projects determined by Coun
cil to be self-liquidating cannot exceed 6 
percent. 

(b) Bonds proposed and approved by 
Council and mayor must be subjected to ref
erendum of qualified voters (determined by 
Board of Elections) . Boards of elections shall 
determine polling places, election ward 
supervisors, etc., for referendum and for 
regular elections. 

3. Short-term borrowing: (a) Council may 
act to issue short-term bonds not to exceed 
5 percent of total appropriations for the cur
rent fiscal year-each of which would have 
been designed as supplemental (i.e. supple
mental appropriations tacked on to the 
budgetary requests). 

4. Surety bonds: (a) Each officer and em
ployee of district required to do so by Coun
cil shall provide a bond with such surety 
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and in such amount as the Council may re
quire. 

5. Financial duties of the mayor: (a) 
Mayor shall be in charge of financial affairs 
of the District, has power to: 

(1) Prepare and submit annual budget 
estimates and and budget message. 

(2) Supervise and be responsible for all 
financial transactions to insure adequate 
control of revenues and resources and to 
insure that appropriations aren't exceeded. 

(3) Maintain systems of accounting and 
internal control of financial information and 
financial assets and debits. 

(4) Submit monthly financial statement 
to the District Council. 

( 5) Supervise and be responsible for as
sei'sment of all property within District 
capable of taxation. 

(6) Assess and collect taxes. 
F. ELECTIONS IN THE DISTRICT 

1. District divided into 14 wards. 
2. Terms of .office: 
(a) Members of District Council serve 

for 4 years beginning on odd-numbered cal
endar years following such election. 

(b) Term of Mayor is · 4 years beginning 
on odd-numbered year following his election. 

(c) Terms of members of Board of Educa
tion are for 4 years beginning on odd-num
bered years following their election; how
ever, of those first elected shall serve 2 year 
terms. 

(d) Term of office of District Delegate is 
for 2 years beginning on odd-numbered year 
following his election. 

{e) Board of Education has 14 members 
when 14 are elected, lots are drawn to de
termine which 7 will serve 2-year terms. 

(f) Mayor appoints Delegate to Congress 
when vacancy occurs in that office, _with 
advice and consent of Council. 

(g) When vacancy in Mayorship occurs, 
special is called (candidates may be nomi
nated beforehand) to fill va;cancy. Until 
election can be held, appointment is made by 
District Council to serve as temporary Mayor. 

{h) Mayor can appoint person to fill va
cancy in Council when such a vacancy arises 
with at-large seats. Mayor must appoint per
son of same political party as that of person 
who vacated office. 

(i) Vacancy in Board of Education filled 
by Mayor, without regard for political affilia
tion. Board 0f Education elections are non
partisan. . 

3. Board of Elections to be established to 
supervise elections-each member paid sal
ary of $1 ,500. 

G. INTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERATION 

1. District offices or officers· are allowed to 
furnish services to the Federal Government 
and Federal agencies or officers may provide 
services for the District. This prevents 
duplication of functions and services by the 
Federal and District governments. 

2., In financing, . the Treasury Department 
will assess a certain percentage from Federal 
property deemed "taxable" and pay that ap
propriate tax annually to the District. 

H. INITIATIVE 

1. Qualified voters of District have the 
right to propose and enact legislation, inde
pendent of the Mayor or District Council. 

Mr. Speaker, a concise statement of 
the changes sought to be made by H.R. 
11218 which will be offered as a sub
stitute to the Senate-passed ver:sion of 
H.R. 4&44 are as follows: 

1. The bill provides for annual congres
sional appropriation of the Federal payment 
to the District, eliminating the so-called 
automatic payment provisions, while retain
ing the basic formula to determine the 
amount of the payment. 

2. The b1ll meets objections raised to pos
sible encroachment on Hatch Act protections 

or undue partis·anship in District of Colum
bia elections by providing for a 4-year term 
for Mayor and District Counci~ members, to 
be held in the even-numbered (nonpresi
dential) election years. 

3. The b1ll eliminates the provision for age 
18 voting (raising it to age 21) and requires 
a 1-year District residence for voting (in
stead of 6 months). 

4. The bill -gives the President authority to 
use Federal troops or to take over the local 
police force when he deems ·it necessary to 
protect the Federal interest or to preserve 
order. · 

A more detailed explanation of those 
changes appear in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of September 23, 1965, at pages 
25·013 and 25014. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from ·New York has expired. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. LAIRD]. 
• Mr.. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to direct a question to the gentle
man from New York. Several so-called 
home. rule bills have been before us in 
the last few weeks. All quite different 
except for the one exception that they 
all pro·vide for partisan elections for 
mayor and city council. The gentleman 
from New York knows my position re
garding .partisan elections for these of
fices: . First we had the Senate bill, then 
the bill under a discharge petition, now 
a completely new substitute for con
sideration today and word is now out 
that we will have another substitute 
unveiled tomorrow. 

Is there another new substitute to be 
unveiled tomorrow here in the House? 

Mr. MULTER. I know nothing about 
that. 

Mr. LAIRD. Who drafted this third 
bill and will the gentleman tell the 
Committee who is going to draft and 
unveil the new bill tomorrow? 

Mr. MULTER. I know nothing about 
that. 

Mr. LAIRD. I understood the gentle
man from New York might unveil an
other substitute tomorrow. 

Mr. MULTER. The gentleman in the 
well? 

Mr. LAIRD. Yes.' 
Mr. MULTER. Well somebody has 

dreamed up something that I have not 
even begun to think about. 

Mr. LAIRD. Does the gentleman 
have another substitute providing for 
nonpartiS'an elections? 

Mr. MULTER. Certainly not. 
Mr. LAIRD. This is the last? 
Mr. MULTER. This is the only one 

that I know about that is going to be 
offered. 

Mr. LAIRD. That clears up the mat
ter so far as I am concerned, and I 
thank the gentleman. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I will yield myself 1 
minute in order to yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. HAYS. I want to ask the gentle
man about this statement of Mr. Schuy
ler Lowe that the ;first piece of legisla
tion that the new council will be called 
upon to pass will be a payroll tax on all 

of the Federal employees who live in Vir
ginia and Maryland and preswnably on 
the 435 of us who live in the other 50 
States. -

Mr. MULTER. I know nothing about 
it. I do no think that is going to hap
pen. I think this is some more of the 

. illusions that are being created in an ·ef
fort to defeat this bill. 

Mr. HAYS. Could it happen? 
Mr. MULTER. Of course it could. 

But if it did we would not stand for it 
for 1 minute, and you know that. ·If any 
such attempt as that was made by the 
city council the Congress would over
ride it immediately, assuming that the 
President did not veto it first. 

Mr. HAYS. I would not stand for it-
I do not know whether the gentleman 
would or not. 

Mr. MULTER. I am telling you that 
I would not· stand for it either, nor 
would any other Member of either body 
of the Congress. 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. WHITENER. In the conference 
in connection with the rapid transit leg
islation, one of the principal thrusts of 
some of the District officials was that we 
impose such a tax in order to finance the 
rapid transit system. I know that the 
gentleman from Ohio is on solid ground. 

Mr. MULTER. Will . the gentleman 
support that kind of bill? 

Mr. WHITENER. I told them at that 
time I would not even introduce a bill 
with that in. 

Mr. MULTER. I am sure that neither 
will any other Member of this House do 
00. . . 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes 'to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair
man, lately we have been legislating by 
slogan. If you have a pretty slogan, you 
can elect someone to office or you can 
pass a bill. 

We have a very pretty slogan this aft
ernoon in connection with the pending 
legislation. The slogan is, "Home rule." 

Mr. C,Pairman, I propound a question: 
Whose hometown is this? Does it be
long to the casual residents who are here 
now and who will be gone tomorrow, or 
does it belong, under the Constitution, to 
all tlle people of the United States? 

Washington, D.C., is one place where 
every citizen of the United States can 
come and feel that he is at home in this 
city. This is his home. What is being 
undertaken today is an attempt to frit
ter away, by the persuasiveness of a 
pretty slogan, the rights of all the people 
of the United .States who by the way, are 
represented by you Members who are 
voting for this monstrosity in the Con
gress of the United States. 

I had hoped that the author of the 
bill-! mean the gentleman who intro
duced the bill, for I do not know who was 
the author of it--in making his opening 
speech would discuss the bill itself. We 
have 5 hours of debate before us. I hope 
that the Members will remain, listen, 
and get themselves informed, because I 
know a lot of people signed that petition 
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who did not know what was ln the bill, insist they have to have to survive; the 
and you ought to know what is in the bill right to tax the Government of the · 
before you give away the public home of United States at the tax rate which they 
all of your constituents in the United shall fix, and without approval by the 
states. Congress of the amount. 

Others will talk about other aspects of I want to see somebody get up here 
the bill, but I am going to talk about the and make a logical argument disputing 
.so-called formula, the fiscal provisions in · the fact that they are going to tax the 
the · bill. And I am not going to talk Capitol. 
about some new fancy formula that may They are going to tax the White 
have been dreamed up because they were House. They are going to tax the chairs 
afraid they could not get t)lis measure you gentlemen sit in today, because the 
through. I am going to talk about the next provision in this bill is that they will 
bill that is before the House, the bill tax all personal property owned by the 
that you have been solemnly requested Federal <?overnment. That includes the 
to pass, and as to which you were begged automobiles. . 
to sign a petition to take it away from . The Spe~ker h3:"'> an automobile as
the legislative committee that at that signed to him, but It belong~? to the Gov
time was holding hearings on the sub- ernment, so the Speaker's automobile is 
ject. going to· be _ta~ed. . . 

What is the formula in this bill for The maJonty leader enJoys a mce 
raising taxes? I know that what I shall automobile, but it belongs to the Gov~rn
state will sound extraordinary, but some ~ent and doe~ not belon_g t? th~ maJor
people will say, "That is not right. That Ity leader. His automobile Is gomg to be 
is not true. That is not correct." I am taxed. 
going to ask you to look at the bill itself _Mr. ABERNETHy. Mr. Chairman, 
if you have any questions about what I Will the gentleman Yield? 
am going to say to you relative to the Mr. SMITH of V_ir~in~a. I yield to the 
tax-and I call it a tax because it is a gentleman from MISSISSippi. 
tax-that the city council and the mayor Mr. ABER~ETHY. They will not 
of the city of Washington would be au- have to pay t_he tax, but the Federal 
thorized under the bill to impose upon Government will pay the tax on the au
all the property, with minor exceptions tomobiles, will it not? . . 
such as statues and so forth of the U.S. Mr. SMITH of Virgmia. Yes. 
Government, the property that belongs I do not want to. slight the ~inority 
to your constituents. That tax will be leader. He has ~ mce auto~o!>Ile ~d a 
based upon the tax rate fixed by the city chauffeur, and his !l'utomobile IS gomg to 
of washington which tax rate is today be taxed, because It belongs to the U.S. 
$2.70 per hund;ed in value. ~overnment and is situated in Wash-

Tomorrow it will be what the city mgtqn. 
council chooses to fix. Let somebody get up here and dispute 

How will they determine what is the that statement. . 
value of this Capitol? There is not any- r;o you kn?w what they are gomg to 
thing in this bill that excepts the Capi- d~ · There Is another claus.e here. I 
tol of the United states. WISh ~ ha~ an ho~ to explam some of 

I will have to take time ·to read that the thmgs m this ~Ill. . 
to you, because the gentleman who pre- You know, the City of Washmgton has 
ceded me said it would not tax the Capi- a. 5-percent tax .on what we call c<?rpora
tol. This is what .it says that they are t10ns .and umncorporated ~usmess~s. 
going to tax: That . Is all the private busmesses m 

The amount of real property taxes lost to 
the District during the fiscal year immedi
ately preceding the fiscal year for which the 
annual Federal payment is being requested, 
based upon the assessed value and rate of tax 
in effect on January 1 of said preceding year, 
as a result of the exemption from real prop
erty taxation of the following properties: 

Washmgton. They employ a great many 
people, of course. But they pay a tax on 
their net profit. They could not figure 
that out so as to make the Government 
pay a tax on its net profit, because it has 
not had any net profit since I have been 
around here, for 35 years. That would 
not do. 

Here is what they are going to tax: Do you know what they did? They 
Real property in the District owned and worked out a formula. When they can

used by the United States for the purpose not find anything else to do they work 
of providing Federal governmental services-- out a formula. There are more formu

I thought this Capitol was supposed to 
provide governmental services. Perhaps 
I am mistaken about it. I have had 
cause to doubt that in recent years. Per
haps my friends are correct, and we are 
not supposed to furnish Government 
services. 

I did not read all of this: 

las here than a dog has fleas, floating all 
around town. Nobody knows what they 
mean until they get ~owntown, and they 
put some kind of construction on them. 

What kind of formula is it? They add 
up all the people who work for private 
industry; let us say 200,000. Then they 
add up all the people who work for-not 
live here, but work for-the Government 

or performing Federal governmental func- in Washington. Let us say, for instance, 
tions. that is 400,000. ' 

If we are not performing a Federal 
governmental function here today, what 
are we doing here? This is the Capitol 
of the United States. 

Let us not play on words. I had hoped 
that the gentleman would explain this 
formula, because it is the one thing they 

Then they figure that if there are 
200,000 people in private industry and 
the tax on profits comes to $100 million, 
then the tax on the Government comes 
to $200 million, because they have 
400,000 people. Can you follow that? 
Can you believe it? I do not think you 

believe it. Well, read the book. There 
it is. It is on page 50. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has expired. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman 5 additional 
minutes . 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I want to 
get this in the RECORD so that nobody 
can say they did not have a chance to 
know what I was talking about. Just 
read page 50-annual Federal payment 
to the District-and the 2 or 3 pages 
following that tell you the things I have 
been telling you. Read it. Do you not 
have enough interest in this to know 
what you are doing? Have you? I 
notice a great number on the other side, 
our conservative Republican Party, voted 
for this monstrosity this morning and 
an almost equal number signed to dis
charge this regular committee in order 
to bring it up. Read this stuff, will you 
please? You are not going to vote for 
this if you know what you are voting for. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. 
. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield to 
the gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I want to 
point out what the gentleman is re
ferring to appears on page 57 of the so
called substitute bill. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I am not 
talking about the substitute bill. I am 
talking about the bill that is before us. 
There may not ever be any substitute . 
bill and I do not want to discuss it. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. It is not 
only in the substitute bill but it is in 
H.R. 4644 and in the Senate bill. The 
language you have been talking about 
is in all of these bills and particularly 
the formula that you refer to as it re
lates to a fraction arrived at in deter
mining how many people work for the 
Federal Government within the District 
of Columbia. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. It is all in 
·the bill if the gentlemen will just take 
the time to read it. I am sorry that I 
cannot yield any further, and the reason 
is I have only 2 or 3 minutes and I just 
cannot explain it in that time. There 
is the question of bonding Washington, 
your home city and the home city of all 
the American people. Do you know what 
they can do? All right. This bill gives 
them the authority to issue bonds. They 
can issue bonds under this bill up to 12 
percent of the appraised value of the 
property. Private property. Yes. How 
about Uncle Sam's property? Oh, yes. 
That has already been appraised. They 
have a book here with the appraisal in 
it. I think it comes to something over a 
billion and a half, but that is not as 
much as it ought to be. Yes. Your peo
ple's property is going to be included in 
the amount of bonds that this city 
council can issue. That is the fact and 
here it is in the book. How are they 
going to arrive at what this appraisal is 
going to be? And how about this tax 
rate? What is the tax rate going to be? 
Sensible people are sitting here voting to 
bring this monstrosity, this crazy, unpre
cedented proposal to the floor. The 
nerve of anybody to draw up such a bill. 
My good friend from New York, I know, 
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never wrote this bill, and I will yield to 
him to affirm that he did if he wants to 
or that he did not if he wants to. If he 
does, I am going to ask him who did 
write the bill. That is the great mystery 
of it. Who did it and who wrote it? 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I will have 
to. 

Mr. MULTER. This is the product of 
many hands and many minds. I par
ticipated in the writing of a home rule 
bill that had many of these same pro
visions here and throughout the years 
we tried to improve on it. It is the work 
of the genUeman from New York [Mr. 
HoRTON], the gentleman from Maryland 
[Mr. MATHIAS], the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. SICKLES]--

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. None of them 
has been here for many years. 

Mr. MULTER. And dozens of others. 
We have all participated in trying to 
write a bill that would be acceptable to 
a great majority of the House. Legisla
tive counsel, to whom we pay good sal
aries to do such work, have also been 
very helpful. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. . I yield. 
Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair

man, the distinguished gentleman from 
Virginia has made a point about the im
pact on the District of Columbia if this 
formula goes into effect. Personally I 
am a bit concerned about some of the 
property that I have in my own congres
sional district; namely, a national park 
and some of the other Federal buildings. 
I wonder if the gentleman could touch on 
that. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I was coming 
to that next, and I shall discuss it if I 
have the time. What is going to happen 
to your districts? Are not your people 
going to get up and say, "Look at this 
big post office building down here. Why 
can we not tax that? You fellows have 
taxed Government property in the Dis
trict. Why are we not going to tax Gov
ernment property here?" 

That question has already been stirred 
up. It has happened in my own congres
sional district and right around Wash
ington in Mr. BROYHILL's congressional 
district where there are millions upon 
millions of dollars of property owned by 
the Federal Government-buildings . and 
furniture, if you please, and automobiles. 
What is the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. BROYHILL] going to say when his 
people say to him, "Congress passed a bill 
taxing all the property of the Govern
ment in Washington. We want you to 
get up and get ours; get the property 
taxed in Arlington." 

And that is not an idle dream. Some
one sent me a clippiing, and it men
tioned Congresman SICKLES' district in 
Maryland and also Mr. MATHIAS' district. 
They are both mentioned in here and 
both are supporting this bill. This arti
cle calls attention to the fact that they 
are about to put a tax on Government 
property in the District of Columbia. And 
they say in this article, in effect, "Now, 
boys, where is our piece of pie?" They 
are telling them that they have got to 

get up and get this property appraised 
out here-these post offices and these 
great Government installations in that 
area. 

Now, you may think this is an easy 
thing to do, to pass this bill. I know 

· there has been a lot of arm-wringing 
around here to get this petition signed. 
I know that it was painful. And I know 
that there is going to be a lot more arm
wringing on the other arm before you 
pass this bill. And I know that that is 
'going to be painful. But how painful 
is it going to be when you get back home 
any they say, "Well, where is our share 
of taxes on Government property here in 
our district?" ·That might be real pain
ful. That might be so painful that some 
faces that smile here today will not be 
smiling here when the next Congress 
convenes. ' 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield. 
Mr. WHITENE.H.. The gentleman 

from Virginia in his very fine statement 
referred to a figure of $157 million. But 
according to the surr£mary of federally 
owned· property reviewed for Federal 
payment which appears in the appendix 
of the staff study, this figure is $1,611 
million. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. That was a 
slip of the tongue. The $157 million was 
for this building. The other figure is 
$1,600 million and more. 

Mr. WHITENER. For this building, 
the Capitol building itself, it is $58,092,-
680; and for the other Capitol buildings 
and grounds there is a further amount 
of $157,381,447. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. And Lord 
knows what the furniture is going to be. 
Look at these sumptuous easy chairs 
that they sit in out here in the Cloak 
Room. Some folks spend time out there 
that they might better spend listening to 
what is going on here. How much are 
those big leather chairs going to be ap
praised for when the Washington City 
government agents come up here? 
What about that sumptuous furniture 
they have over in the Rayburn Building, 
and all that kitchen equipment and var
ious and sundry do-dads, and so forth? 

What is that going to be appraised at 
when the Washington appraisers get 
turned loose on you? 

Mr. Chairman, there is just one other 
thing I want to say to you, because my 
friend, the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. RoGERS], raised the question about 
the compromise bill. Well, there is not 
any compromise bill. That is another 
effort dreamed up to get away from these 
objections, but they do not do it. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say to you 
that there is a gentleman downtown 
named "Raub" or "Rowe" who is sup
posed to be the leading proponent of this 
fight. He is the fellow pulling the 
strings and making the changes in this 
bill. I suspect that he had his arm in 
the drafting of this bill up to his shoul
der, but I do not know. AnYWay, he 
was on the television last night and he 
let the cat out of the bag. He told us, if 
you wanted to listen, why this supposed 
compromise that they had worked out by 
thePlselves was introduced, so as to get 

a bill through the House and over to the 
other body, and he made the statement 
that no bill would be any good unless. 
they had this right that I have been tell
ing you about, which is taxing the Gov-· 
ernment of the United States, and, when 
they get it back over to the Senate that: 
has already passed this monstrosity, 
they will begin twisting both arms at the· 
same time then and send it to confer
ence and get you who have voted for it •. 
who voted for this bill when you signed 
that petition to take it away from its 
legislative committee, then they would. 
put it back in. He says that no bill is. 
any good unless they get this. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the· 
gentleman from Virginia has again ex
pired. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman 5 additional min
utes. 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman~ will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Yes, I yield 
to the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. WIDTENER. The gentleman from 
Virginia has made a very fine explana
tion of the so-called formula, but I be
lieve there is one aspect of the formula 
which the gentleman inadvertently failed 
to mention, and that appears on page 52, 
where it provides: 

Real property in the District exempt from 
taxation by special aot of Congress--

Or by other actions---
Mr. SMITH of Virginia. May I an

swer the gentleman? 
Mr. WHITENER. Yes. 
Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I did over

look it. There are so many booby traps 
in this bill that you cannot cover them · 
all in 15 minutes. I really overlooked 
that one. But, this one is a "lulu." 

You know, you have a lot of buildings 
here that belong to private societies and 
things that we want to make free of 
taxes, and we pass these bills here to do· 
tha~ at every session of Congress. Take .. 
for mstance, the Daughters of the Amer
ican Revolution. They have an ornate 
building down here. It is exempt from 
taxes. If you taxed it, what you would 
hear from those ladies would be some
thing to make the ears bum, because I 
know a lot of them. But, they do not do 
that. They do not tax that. They say, 
"Oh, no, Uncle Sam will pick up the tab 
on that tax." 

So, Mr. Chairman, they have a provi
sion in here to appraise for taxation all 
of that tax-exempt property and to ap-· 
ply the tax rate of the District of Colum-· 
bia, whatever it may be at the time, to> 
these items at whatever rate they choose· 
to make. They will apply that tax rate· 
to the Daughters of the American Revo-
lution and all the other tax-exempt, 
properties. They have not taken that.' 
out of the bill. It is in there now. It. 
will be added to the tax bill that will be 
presented. They say they are going to· 
compromise, but even if they compro-· 
mised under this new-and I will repeat 
this-monstrosity, it provides that they 
shall present their bill through the Gen-· 
eral Services and the General Services 
shall review it and then shall certify to 
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Congress and then it will go to the Ap- to 24, of H.R. 11218 is the language which 
propriations Committee. seeks to accomplish that result? 

Mr. Chairman, all the members of the Mr. SICKLES. I will answer the gen-
committee know that when a thing has tleman by saying "Yes, it is." 
gone through the General Services and Mr. GERALD R. FORD. If that is the 
has been certified for payment by the language, I think it ought to be crystal 
Government, it has a mandate to pay clear from one of the authors of this bill 
the bill. or sponsors that the language intends 

·That is what these boys want. They that when the mayor submits the re
do not want anything else, and they are quests that the House and Senate Com
not going to take anything else. mittees on Appropriations will review the 

Mr. ABERNETHY: Mr. Chairman, will request, and that the House and Senate 
the gentleman yield? will then be called upon to pass judg-

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield to the ment on the amount recommended by 
gentleman from Mississippi. those committees. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Does not this for- Mr. SICKLES. You have stated ac-
mula also provide that the District may curately what was the intention of the 
levy or make an assessment against prop- sponsor of the bill and those of us who 
erties here owned by the VFW, American are the prime movers in this effort to 
Legion, the American Red Cross, and pass the bill intend. 
various religious societies, such as the Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Even though 
Methodist Building over here, and col- · the language here is not too complete, 
lect taxes on these buildings, and the and it is not too Clear, such an interpre
property, from the Federal Govern- tation is a proper one from a person who 
ment? is a joint sponsor of this particular pro-

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Yes. I do vision. 
not think anybody disputes that. Mr. SICKLES. I can only tell you, I 

Mr. ABERNETHY. That also goes for agree entirely with what you said .. It is 
the various labor union buildings here. my understanding that all the sponsors 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. They are go- understand that this was the intention. 
ing to make "Uncle Sap" pay. They do Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
not make it only on those buildings. gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield Mr. SICKLES. I yield to the gentle-
10 minutes to the gentleman from Mary- man. 
land [Mr. SICKLES]. Mr. MULTER. If there is any doubt, 

Mr. SICKLES. Mr. Chairman, I think let me resolve that doubt by saying that 
maybe they sent a boy here to do a man's each of us who put in the bill with iden
job because, like many in this House, I tical language, the gentleman from New 
was impressed by the remarks of the pre- York [Mr. HoRTON] and the gentlemen 
vious speaker in the well. Naturally I am from Maryland [Mr. MATHIAS and Mr. 
a little bit concerned about the impres- SICKLES] and I intend and we believe the 

. sion that was created by the remarks of language does as explicitly as possible 
the gentleman. You will have to be the require--not permit-require the U.S. 
judges as to whether or not the proper Congress each year to review and deter
impression has been created. mine how much if anything they will 

Mr. Chairman, the reason why we have appropriate and pay to the District of 
a Federal payment formula in the bill is Columbia as a contribution toward the 
because we feel that the continuation of cost of government of the District of 
the principle of Federal payment or ·Fed- Columbia. 
eral contribution to the activities and the May I add one other thing further. 
financing of the District of Columbia was Regardless of what anybody on the out
desirable. Once we had arrived at this side may say, there is no commitment 
general judgment, we then looked to a of any kind by any of the sponsors of this 
method of determining what the amount bill as to what we will do in conference. 
should be. It is true that there have This is the bill we ~re asking the House 
been different methods of the computa- to pass, and if the House passes this bill 
tion of the payment over the years. and it goes to conference, then every con-

There was a time when 50 percent of feree is bound to fight for the bill. 
the District budget was paid for by the Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Will the gen
Federal Government. More recently tleman from Maryland yield so that I 
there has been an amount established by may ask the gentleman from New York 
the Congress as a maxiffium amount pay- one further question? 
able, but, then, the appropriations pro- Mr. SICKLES. I yield to the gentle-
cedure was followed, and the District did man. 
not get 'the full amount. Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I am glad 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair- to hear the statement by the gentleman 
man, will the gentleman yield? from Maryland backed up by the state-

Mr. SICKLES. I yield to the gentle- ment made by the gentleman from New 
man from Michigan. York. Let me be crystal clear now so 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. The gentle- that we all know what we are talking 
man from Maryland knows my strong about. I would like to read the language 
feeling that any home rule bill should to which I referred and I read at page 
include a provision for annual review 58, line 20, of H.R. 11218. The language 
of the Federal contribution. As I un- is as follows: "and is in conformity with 
derstand it, in the substitute or the com- the provisions of this section, the Ad
promise an attempt has been made to ministrator shall certify the ·amorunt of 
make provision for such an annual re- such authorization to the Mayor who 
view. shall submit it to the Congress, together 

May I ask the gentleman from Mary- with any request for the appropriation 
land if the language on page 58, lines 20' of such payment." · 

In other words, the answer given by 
the distinguished gentleman from Mary
land and the answer given by the dis
tinguished gentleman from New York 
pertains and refers spec.ifically to this 
language. 

Mr. MULTER. There is no doubt 
about that at all. Bear in mind also 
that not only as to the appropriations 
but this bill specifically retains in the 
Congress of the United States all of the 
constitutional and legislative authority 
that it has over the District of Columbia. 
We are merely by this charter temporar
ily delegating to the city council and the 
Mayor some of the powers that we have, 
with a complete retention ar..d right of 
review at all times to change, to modify, 
or to repeal any action whether it be 
an appropriation or anything else. So 
I would go even further and say not 
only must the Congress appropriate 
money each year but, to the extent that 
any appropriation is unexpended, this 
Congress retains the right to recall it. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Any such 
language does not mean that the Con
gress has to appropriate any amount, 
from zero on UP--We have the final au
thority on an annual basis to make our 
own determination and to use our own 
judgment regardless of the formula? 

Mr. MULTER. The gentleman is ab
solutely and completely correct. 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SICKLES. I yield to the gentle
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. WHITENER. Notwithstanding 
the answer which the gentleman from 
Maryland and the gentleman from New 
York gave to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. GERALD R. FORD], I will ask the 
gentleman if it is not correct that the 
Congress will never have any right or 
opportunity to evaluate the budget of the · 
District of Columbia but that in fact the 
situation will be as stated on page 58, that 
the mayor with the approval of the city 
council will merely submit to the General 
Services Administrator a computation 
based on whatever the tax rate is that 
is fixed in the District of Columbia, and 
that Congress could not go behind that 
at all if they found they were buying 
eskimo pies for folks working in ice
houses and we could not do a thing 
about it; could we? 

Mr. SICKLES. I would hope they 
would not have to become that concerned 
with the sale of ~kimo pies in ice houses. 
But it would seem to me that the Appro
priations Committee would request the 
budget and review the budget thoroughly 
before it made is final judgment and rec
ommendations to the House. 

Mr. WHITENER. Why, then, does 
not the gentleman provide .that the 
Mayor and the City Council would sub
mit to the Appropriations Committee or 
to the Congress the budget? 

Mr. SICKLES. Because we wish to 
make sure that the computation would 
be made properly. In the way the bill 
was originally drafted, the administra
tor would certify that an account was 
correct. All we are now doing is adding 
the additional step, which is a most im
portant step insofar as the House is 
concerned, that they would not get a 
penny until we would appropriate the 
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money. We would n,ot appropriate the 
money until the Appropriations Commit
tee had reported out the bill. They will 
not report it until they have looked at the 
entire budget as they have in the past. 

Mr. WHITENER. The gentleman is 
saying that the formula does not mean a 
thing? 

Mr. SICKLES. I was getting to that 
point when we got engaged in the collo
quy. I shall not say that the formula 
does not mean a thing, but it has been 
greatly affected by this language. I wish 
to explain it. 

Mr. WHITENER. May I ask the gen
tleman one other question? When the 
gentleman testified before our subcom
mittee, before we were ungallused, he did 
not seem to know the answer to this 
question. I am sure he must know it 
now. You have a formula provided in 
the bill. We are told that the figures 
show that this year there will be around 
$17·5 million of Federal money spent-
$175 million will be spent-in the District 
of Columbia by the Federal Government, 
a part of which would be for strictly local 
services which are not included in the 
present Federal payment. Are we to un
derstand that this formula envisions that 
tliere will be no appropriated funds for 
things like hospitals which are confined 
for the use of the District of Columbia 
and some of these other agencies which 
are strictly for the District of Columbia, 
and that the only money they can ex
pect would be from this so-called 
formula? 

Mr. SICKLES. I do not quite under
stand the question. 

Mr. WHITENER. I shall try to make 
it clear. The St. Elizabeths Hospital is 
one of the institutions to which I refer. 
Recently in our committee we considered 
legislation, which was passed by the 
House, which provided that, if any non
resident of the District of Columbia was 
hospitalized in that hospital, a claim 
would be filed by the District Commis
sioners against the family of the indi
vidual or against the State of .that in
dividual's . residence. The Federal tax
payers pay every penny of the operation 
of st. Elizabeths Hospital, and not only 
that, under your rather phenomenal for
mula, we will pay taxes on a building in 
order to have the privilege of spending 
the taxpayers' money from all over the 
United States. Does the gentleman say 
that in the future we shall not have to 
take St. Elizabeths Hospital under · the 
Appropriations Committee's wing-that 
it will come under the formula? 

Mr. SICKLES. We will continue to 
handle the St. Elizabeth's appropriation 
as we have in the past unless we decide 
to do otherwise. 

Mr. WHITENER. So they will have 
two bites at the cherry. 

Mr. SICKLES. Unless you change the 
rules, the rules will be as you have de
scribed them. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SICKLES. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. I think we should try 
to make it abundantly clear that despite 
all the talk here, there is no tax on any 
Government property, real or personal. 

All we are doing in the substitute is pro
viding a formula to authorize a maxi
mum amount of money that may be ap-

' propriated. I emphasize and underline 
the words "may be appropria.ted." 

So when the Appropriation Commit
tees of both Houses consider the matter, 
they will have the same free hand which 
they now have. There would be no limi
tation of any kind whatsoever in the 
pending bill, or in the proposed bill which 
we hope the House will pass, which will in 
any way delimit or prevent the Appro
priations Committee from reviewing 
every last dollar that is requested by the 
District government, and appropriating 
only so much as the Congress decides 
they should have. 

Mr: SICKLES. The purpose of estab
lishing the formula that we have was to 
try to come up with some reasonable 
basis, a formula that would be fair and 
equitable, one that would be flexible, one 
which would be automatically adjusted. 
We came up with the formula which is 
in the bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SICKLES. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the gentleman will 
look at the bottom of page 57 of the bill 
he will see, in subparagraph (2) a stipu
lation with respect to the formula by 
which charges will be worked out for 
water services in the District to be paid 
by the Federal Government. It is my 
understanding that the U.S. Corps of 
Engineers operates a waterplant and 
furnishes the District of Columbia water. 
This subparagraph (2), it would ap
pear, would provide that the Federal 
Government would pay taxes to the Dis
trict for the privilege of furnishing it 
water. Is that a fair interpretation of 
that language? 

Mr. SICKLES. I do not believe that 
would be a fair interpretation. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I suggest that the 
gentleman read subparagraph (2) and 
try to find some other interpretation. 

Mr. SICKLES. The amount of money 
that is going to be paid is to pay for the 
cost of the water, to reimburse the cost 
of the water. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Federal Gov
ernment, as I understand it, furnishes 
the water. · 

Mr. SICKLES. · If the Federal Gov
ernment furnishes the water, then I am 
sure it charges the District for it. We 
will go all around the circle. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is it not also cor
rect that the Federal Government fixes 
the mains? 

Mr. SICKLES. I do not believe there 
is a problem. . 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I believe they main
tain them. 

Mr. MULTER. ·Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SICKLES. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. Let us look at the lan
guage to which I believe the gentleman 
referred. Page 57, line 22. This is the 
language. It says: 

· The amount of the charges for water serv
ices furnished to the Federal Government 
by the District. 

And not the reverse. 
Mr. SICKLES. We felt that there was 

a need to come up with ah automatic 
formula which would take into consider
ation all of the uncertainties and would 
be fair and equitable. It was recognized 
that, of course, the Federal Government 
is not an industry and is not a business, 
but it certainly stands in that stead here 
in the District of Columbia. So a for
mula was determined. 

This is not a tax. It is specifically so 
stated in the bill. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Maryland has again ex-
pired. · 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman from Maryland an addi
tional 5 minutes. 

Mr. SICKLES. Section 324(b) says: 
Neither the Council-

That is the elected District Council
nor the qualified voters of the District of 
Columbia-

Who have a right to petition-
may pass any act contrary to the provisions 
of this Act, or-

( 1) impose any tax on property of the 
United States; 

So the bill specifically says that there 
will be no tax on the property of the 
United States. 

In order to have a payment in lieu of 
taxes we have developed a formula. We 
take the real estate assessment, with 
some exceptions, of all Federal property, 
and the personal property assessment, 
with some exceptions, for all personal 
property, and apply to that the local 
rates, in order to establish what the pay-
ment will be. · 

They tell me that a long time ago if 
something looked like a duck, waddled 
like a duck and quacked like a duck then 
it must be a duck. The difference here 
is that there is everything except the 
quacking like a duck. There is a dif
ference. This difference is that this is a 
formula established by that person or 
thing which is supposed to be taxed. 
This formula can be changed at any 
time. 

We have added-and this is the im
portant factor-by our subsequent 
change, in this modification which every
body has been referring to, that we rec
ognize the Congress was not of a mind to 
have this aPPropriation automatic, so 
our bill has been amended, as indicated 
by ·the minority leader, to the point 
where there will be an annual appropri
ation. 

All this entire formula will do, at this 
point, is establish a maximum. The ap
propriation will be annual as determined 
by the Congress of the United States. 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SICKLES. I yield to the gentle
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. WHITENER. Since the gentle
man has said that this quacking is not 
going on in the District of Columbia but 
there is a little bit of waddling, I wonder 
if the gentleman would support an 
amendment . which would let this same 
tax formula waddle through the 50 
States and into the various cities where 
there is Federal property? 
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Mr. SICKLES. I do not believe so. 
I believe the situation in the District 
of Columbia is different. What we have 
done in the past, for more than 150 years, 
is establish the principle of the Federal 
payment. This is a method of deter
mining on an automatic basis what a 
fair amount should be. 

Mr. WHITENER. So if I should offer 
an amendment giving Maryland this 
same priivlege, the gentleman says he 
will vote against that? 

Mr. SICKLES. I will vote against it 
with a smile, because I know all it will 
do is kill the bill. . 

Mr. KORNEGAY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. SICKLES. I yield to the gentle
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. KORNEGAY. The point I would 
like to raise is, if the District of Colum.;. 
bia is emancipated from the Federal Gov
ernment by home rule, then what is the 
justification as far as the sponsors of 
this bill are concerned for the Federal 
payment? 

Mr. SICKLES. The justification as · 
established over the years is because of 
the very presence of the Nation's Capital 
here and the major function and role 
in this area of the Nation's Capital with 
the great concentration of major public 
buildings. 

Mr. KORNEGAY. Is that not the 
source of wealth of the District of Co
lumbia to begin with? The Federal 
Government? 

Mr. SICKLES. It is a source of 
wealth and it is a source of problems, 
also. Like any major industry in any 
large city it brings a lot to it and it also 
generates a lot of problems. In the past 
this has been recognized as far as the 
Nation's Capital and the Federal Gov
ernment are concerned. 

Mr. KORNEGAY. Will the gentle
man not concede that the private prop
erty here, or most of it anyway, is here 
by reason of the fact that the Federal 
Government is here in the District of 
Columbia? 

Mr. SICKLES. That is right. 
Mr. KORNEGAY .. And that the 185,-

000 civilian Federal employees who in 
1960 received $1,476 million in pay from 
the Federal Government live here and 
buy homes here and acquire taxable 
property and that sort of thing. 

Mr. SICKLES. That is right, but I 
do not think it is really suggested that 
we should not continue the Federal for
mula or payment. It is merely a ques
tion of determining how it should be 
measured and under what circumstances 
it should be paid. I do not think we 
should propose to apply this principle 
to the rest of the cities of the country. 

Mr. KORNEGAY. If the gentleman 
will yield for a further question. In my 
district and in fact in my. hometown, 
the Federal Government is building a 
very fine post office building costing 
about $5 million. I am sure we are glad 
to have it and are not planning to charge 
the Federal Government any taxes on it, 
but I would be hard put to answer a con
stituent on how we -can justify the fact 
that this property in North Carolina is 
tax free, yet in ~he District of Columbia, .. 

under home rule, property of the Fed
eral Government is taxed according to 
the schedule in the report. That con
cerns me. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. SICKLES. I do not think you 
will have a problem because what will 
happen is whenever the formula develops, 
assuming that the bill is passed, when 
it goes through the appropriations proc
ess there will be some shrinkage. The 
actual payment will be less, and you can 
tell your constituents they forgot about 
the post offices in the District of Co
lumbia. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time 'of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the 'gentleman 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SICKLES. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. Section 337 of the 
proposed act has to do with the proce
dure of zoning acts. I have read this 
section carefully and I find the National 
Capital Planning Commission has no 
veto authority whatsoever over proposed 
zoning to be made by the Council. What 
is to protect the U.S. Capitol or Pennsyl
vania Avenue, for example, and Inde
pendence Avenue, for example, from an 
invasion by billboards, service stations, 
liquor stores, and that sort of thing? 

There is considerable interest on the 
part of some in beautifying our high
ways around the country these days and 
keeping junkyards out of sight, but 
who is going to have the veto authority 
when that sort of thing is allowed to in
vade the area surrounding Capitol Hill? 

Mr. SICKLES. The current situation, 
of course, is that the District of Colum
bia Commissioners are the zoning au
thority. The only real impact or influ
ence on them, I suppose, is that they are 
appointees of the President of the 
United States, who would have some in
fluence on them. We would not change 
the law except, of course, it would give 
to the District Council the zoning au
thority power. They would still have to 
refer and, as a matter of law now they 
will have to refer any recommended 
zoning changes to the Commission and 
give them ample time, I think it is 30 
days, in which to make a report. But 
before this act could . be consummated 
there would be a right ' to · veto by the 
President of the United States, which is 
not there any more, or we could pass a 
law here, which we always reserve and 
retain the right to do. So it seems to 
me there are many adequate safeguards 
still there. . 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Will the gentle
man yield further? 

Mr. SICKLES. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. WAGGONNER. How would the 

Congress of the United States become 
informed when the procedures prescribed 
under this section of the law do notre
quire that any notification be given them 
when zoning proposals are to be changed? 

Mr. SICKLES. I would assume tha;t 
we would continue to have both District 
Committees with a great many functions 
to .perfprm. I am sure they would be 
very mindful what is going on. 

Mr. W AGGONNER. The gentleman 's 
assumption is one for which he has no 
basis. There is no requirement for the 
Council to inform the District Commit
tee either of the House or of the Senate 
of anything, only that they inform the 
National Capital Planning Commission, 
and even then the National Capital Plan
ning Commission has no authority; they 
may only comment. 

Mr. SICKLES. This is the only au
thority tli.ey have at present. I am sure 
they would keep us wired in as to what 
was going on· if they thought t hat the 
local officials were going to do something 
different. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Then it would 
be possible without the Congress know
ing anything about it to build high-rise 
apartments overshadowing the dome of 
this Capitol? 

Mr. SICKLES. I cannot imagine any
thing like that happening without our 
knowing about it either from appro
priate groups or an aroused citizenry, 
and then we would have the opportunity . 
to look into it. 

Mr. W AGGONNER. The gent leman 
says he cannot imagine its happening, 
but it could happen. 

Mr. SICKLES. I do not think it is 
really within the realm of possibility. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. There are many 
things happening today that I did not 
think 2 years ago were in the realm of 
possibility. 

Mr. SICKLES. Mr. Chairman, I would 
say that the gentleman raises a point, 
but I think there is a good answer to it. 

I have tried to speak to it, but with 
respect to the bill there are just a great 
many areas that if we could look 10 or 
15 years ahead we might be in sympathy 
with this point or other points or we 
might be alarmed about them, ar{d may
be unduly alarmed. But we have to as
sume that there are reasonable and de
cent people in the District of Columbia 
and that they would elect reasonable and 
decent people to do this job. I am will
ing to put my trust in these people, and 
I hope the rest of us will go along with 
that. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Let me say 
specifically for, this one Member that I 
am .not at all willing. But will the gen
tleman answer this one other question? 

Mr. SICKLES. Briefly. 
Mr. WAGGONNER. How are the liq

uor licenses to be controlled under the 
authority granted the Council for Zon
ing? 

Mr. SICKLES. I think that they 
would come under the authority of the 
Liquor Board. The Council would have 
that authority and could keep it to them
selves or establish a Liquor Board that 
would continue to operate as the current 
Liquor Board operates now. It seems to 
me that this is a proper legislative func
tion for them, to determine the manner 
in which liquor licenses will be granted. 

Mr. W AGGONNER. Do I understand 
the gentleman to say that a Liquor Board 
that is to be created will operate un·der 
the same restrictions which presently ex
ist with respect to the granting of liquor 
licenses in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. SICKLES·. The gentleman is ask
ing me to outguess what future author-
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ities will do with respect to liquor li
censes. When this District Council 
passes local regulations they will pass 
regulations with respect to this subject 
matter as they do others. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to emphasize 
that this formula is merely a formula. 
As a matter of fact, the local District 
government does not tax, but the for
mula is there only to give reasonableness 
in determining what the amount of the 
payment should be. There is a precedent 
for that. It is interesting that the 
House Appropriations Committee some 
few years ago, in determining what they 
thought an adequate payment should be, 
used a formula substantially the same 
as the one we have in the bill, as one 
that would be equitable. Then they de
termined the amount of the appropria
tion. It would be based upon substan
tially the same formula we have here 
today. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, will 'the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SICKLES. I yield. 
Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. We are 

talking about the formula which begins 
as part 4, on page 54 of the so-called 
compromise bill, H.R. 11218. On line 
19 it says: "are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated from revenues 'of the 
United States to cover the proper Fed
eral share of the expenses of the govern
ment of the District." 

Will the gentleman agree that when 
we turn to page 58 we find a section 
where the mayor and the General Serv
ices Administrator get together and ar
rive at some figure? 

Will the gentleman agree that that is 
an authorization for an appropriation? 

Mr. SICKLES. If the thrust of the 
gentleman's question is that does lines 
20 through 24 on page 58 restrict the ap
plication of the language on page 54, line 
19, so that you do not have automatic 
appropriations, then I agree with the 
gentleman. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. No; the 
question is not that. My question is 
that under the wording of this language 
when the General Services Administra
tion and the mayor of the District of Co
lumbia arrive at a conclusion, does that 
constitute authorization for an appro
priation at the amount upon which they 
agree? 

Mr. SICKLES. No; it does not, be
cause--

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Well, now, 
if it does not, then will the gentleman 
not agree that the rules of the House 
provide that before an appropriation can 
be had there must be legislation author
izing it? . 

Mr. SICKLES. Yes. 
Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. If that be 

true, when does Congress authorize the 
appropriation, unless you intend to slip 
it through here by delegating to the 
General Services Administration and the 
mayor of the city of Washington the .au
thority to make a law foT Congress which 
is to authorize the appropriation, and 
that appropriation is the amount that 
they agree to? 

Is not that a reasonable interpreta
tion to be placed upon this compromise 
}?ill? 

Mr. SICKLES. I do not believe tha·t 
we are, in effect, trying to sneak some
thing through. I think everyone under
stands that if we pass this bill, this is 
the authority for the payment, but there 
still must be the appropriation, and not 
1 penny will be paid unless we pass 
an appropriation bill. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Will the 
gentleman not agree that before there 
can be an appropriation there must be 
an authorization for the same? 

Mr. SICKLES. This will be the au
thorization, it seems to me. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. This? 
That is the point. This is the author
ization? 

Mr. SICKLES. Yes. . 
Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. But ordi

narily Congress would approve it. But 
here you have assigned the responsibility 
for this authorization to be performed by 
whom? The mayor to be elected under 
this setup and the General Services Ad
ministration, neither of whom Congress 
has any control over. 

Mr. S;ICKLES. We are setting up the 
rules here by this authorization bill, and 
it seems to me this is not shocking, as 
long as they follow the rules set out 
here. But since we have the additional 
protection of not 1 penny being paid 
before going through the appropriations 
process, I do not see any need for alarm. 

Mr. Chairman, let me conclude my re
marks by saying that we do have a 
letter from the Deputy Attorney General 
which states that this formula is con
stitutional. It is similar to the ope 
which the Atomic Energy Commission 
has used with reference to this kind of 
formula where they have automatic pay
ment. It is merely a formula. We are 
not taxing the Capitol of the United 
States, we are not taxing flagpoles, we are 
not even taxing the chairs out in the 
Speaker's lobby where we rest so com
fortably. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Maryland has again 
expired. · 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mt. NELSEN]. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman and 
Members of the Committee, early in the 
session I proceeded-relative to the ques
tions of home rule-with the idea in mind 
that there would be some reasonable mid
dle road where some of the congressional 
responsibilities for the District of Colum
bia could be transferred to a local Dis
trict of Columbia Government, having in 
mind that the judicious delegation of re
sponsibility might create a more efficient 
and democratic government. 

Mr. Chairman, as time went on we, 
on the minority side, held discussions on 

. what we might be able to do to. improve 
the home rule bills to make them work
able. Certain glaring points came into 
very sharp focus in our discussions and 
research on this delicate issue. 

I would like to point out that we pro
ceeded diligently with the idea of. trying 
to work something out to protect and 
improve our Federal City in every re
spect. Certainly we did not want the 
Capital City of the United States of 
America to become a political vassalage 

' ' 

for anybody. We have seen many of our 
large cities where graft-ridden organi
zations have taken over. Such should 
not be permitted in our Capital City as 
happens in other cities where the black 
bag operator goes around soliciting and 
~rm-twisting in every imaginable way. 

The District Committee was in the 
process of holding hearings on the var
ious home rule bills when the discharge 
procedure interrupted. Thus, your 
committee did not have ample oppor
tunity to examine and discuss the myr
iad proposals before it so as to find the 
most workable and judicious approach 
to a measure of home rule for the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

After our hearings were interrupted, I 
took it upon myself to research each of 
the home rule bills. Summing up, I 
found many glaring defects, some of 
which have been discussed today. How
ever, some have been overlooked, which 
I will touch on. For example, under 
these bills, the Federal employees are 
de-Hatched for local elections. The 
Hatch Act provides that Federal em
ployees shall not take part in partisan 
politics. These bills would both de
Hatch and allow partisan elections. In 
addition, the bill exempts the candidates 
for Mayor and Council from the Federal 
Corrupt Practices Act. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. ROSTENKOW
SKI) . The Chair will count. [After 
counting.] One hundred Members are 
present, a quorum. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
point out that, first, these home rule bills 
will set up elections on a partisan basis; 
second, these bills will de-Hatch Federal 
employees. As a result, you can expect 

. that the ward heelers will move in on 
the . Federal Government employees to 
solicit money and political muscle for 
District political campaigns. You can 
expect a Federal employee will feel a 
heavy and immediate obligation to make 
a contribution, because he will fear for 
his job if he fails to cooperate. The 
threat is implicit. The General Counsel 
of the Civil Service Commission endorses 
this position and I include at this point 
in my remarks an article by Joe Young 
reporting the General Counsel's com
ments: 

[From the Evening Star, Sept. 24, 1965] 
MERIT SYSTEM THREAT SEEN IN PLAN FOR 

WASHINGTON PARTISAN POLITICS 

(By Joseph Young) 
The Civil Service Commission's General 

Counsel believes provisions in the District's 
home rule bill that permits Federal and 
District government employees to take an 
active part in Washington's municipal elec
tions on a partisan bas·is pose a "grave 
threat" to the merit system. 

Lawrence Meloy,'who has been more closely 
associated with enforcement of the Hatch 
Act than any other Government official since 
its enactment in 1939, says the home rule 
legislation could open the door for eventual 
repeal of political activity restrictions for 
Federal workers in national elections as well. 

Furthermore, Meloy contends that by per
mitting Federal employees to campaign ac
tively in municipal elections here they will 
be subjected to intense political press':lre;; 
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to contribute to candidates and political 
parties. 

"Their chances of promotion and even 
keeping their jobs would depend on their 
political activities in many cases," Meloy 
said. "And should a political change of ad
ministration occur, their chances of keeping 
their jobs would rest on how little they did 
for the previous party in power. Thus, Gov
ernment workers here would be jeopardizing 
their careers, no matter what they did." 

Meloy believes that Federal employe~s· 
political activities in municipal elections m 
Washington would be justified if the elec
tions were held on a nonpartisan basis. But 
the legislation provides that elections be held 
on a partisan basis--with candidates run
ning under the labels of the Democratic and 
Republican Parties. 

Thus, the CSC General Counsel said, Fed
eral workers can't help but get mixed up in 
partisan politics. 

Meloy pointed out that Hatch Act rules 
now permit Federal workers to participate 
actively in nonpartisan municipal elections 
throughout the country and that this has 
worked out fine. 

"We have never had any trouble as a 
result of Federal workers participating ac
tively in nonpartisan elections in cities such 
as Los Angeles, Detroit; Cincinnati, Dallas, 
Milwaukee, and many others," Meloy said. 
"There's no reason why the District of Co
lumbia's elections can't also be on a non
partisan basis." 

The widely held view is. that President 
Johnson and the Democratic controlled Con
gress, well aware of the overwhelming Demo
cratic vote in the District, want to capitalize 
on this by holding partisan elections, rather 
than dispensing with party labels on a non
partisan basis. 

Consequently, Meloy's views are not get
ting much of a response from esc or at the 
White House. 

Meloy also thinks that if Federal em
ployees are permitted to campaign actively on 
a partisan basis in the District, they will 
have to be given such rights in Montgomery 
and Arlington Counties. In turn, this will 
spread to all partisan municipal and other 
State contests thoughout the country, he 
believes. 

"After that, it will only be a matter of 
time before legisl~tion would be enacted to 
allow Government workers to participate ac
tively in national politics and elections," 
Meloy predicted. "I don't. think the merit 
system as we know it could survive this." 

Federal and District government employees 
living in the District of Columbia would not 
be the only workers eligible to participate 
and campaign actively in the District's 
mayoralty and city · council and perhaps 
delegate elections. Federal and District em
ployees living in nearby Maryland and Vir
ginia also could participate and campaign 
actively, thus subjecting themselves to pos:
sible pressure from their bosses to take an 
active role. 

If we are going to permit such a dan-
. gerous bill to be passed in this Congress, 

we would be derelict in our responsibility. 
We of the minority discussed these dan
gerous provisions and begged the bill's 
authors to consider them, but we have 
been completely ignored. 

When you start talking about amend
ing the Hatch Act, that is section 9 of the 
Hatch Act, as it applies to District elec
tions, I would remind you that under 
present law there have been flagrant and 
repeated violations of the Corrupt Prac
tices Act and there have been flagrant 
and repeated violations of the Hatch Act. 

To document what I say I will include 
in the RECORD at this point material 

relative to this discussion including cor
respondence between myself and the 
Civil Service Commission: 

POLITICAL SHAKEDOWNS IN THE REA 
Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, the May 28 issue 

of the Washington Star contained a front 
page story by Walter Pincus indicating that 
the political arm twisters are at work again 
trying to pressure Federal employees into 
buying $100 tickets to the 1965 Democratic 
cop.gressional dinner on June 24 at the Na
tional Armory. I include this article at this 
point in rriy remarks, along with a Wash
ington Star editorial of June 1 commenting 
on these disclosures: 

"U.S. WORKERS TARGETS AGAIN 
"(By Walter Pincus) 

"M~chinery to solicit political contribu
tions from Federal employees again has been 
set in motion by Democratic Party officiais 
given the job of selling $100 tickets to the 
1965 Democratic congressional dinner on 
June 24 at the National Armory. 

"The aim this year, through mailings and 
personal contact, apparently is to get those 
employees who. contributed last year during 
the presidential campaign to contribute 
again. 

"As part of their program, the Democrats 
again appear to be planning to push ticket 
sales within Federal departments and agen
cies-a practice that previously has stirred up 
criticism from within the civil service. 

"This year, however, it's the 'salesmen' se
lected to do the pushing who appear dis
turbed. 

"'You have a choice-break the Justice De
partment's law or Maguire's law,' one politi
cal appointee said Wednesday. He had just 
been made part of his agency's. team to push 
sales of $100 tickets to the dinner to a list of 
his colleagues. 

"The 'Justice Department's law' is a sec
tion of the Federal code which makes it il
legal for on~ Jrederal employee to 'directly 
or indirectly' solicit, receive 'or • • • in any 
manner (be) concerned in soliciting or re
ceiving, any assessment, subscription, or con
tribution for any political purpose what
ever • • •• from another Federal employee. 
The penalties: a fine of not more than $5,000 
or a sentence of not more than 3 years in jail 
or both. 

"'Maguire's law' refers to Democratic Party 
Treasurer Richard Maguire, the man credited 
with setting up the machinery for systematic 
solicitation within Federal agencies. 

"The 'in-house' salesmen, for the most 
part, are the agency's political appointees 
whose futures depend ·in large part on the 
good will of party officials. 

"In the past, the Federal law has pretty 
much been winked at. This year, however, 
the Justice Department is weighing a Federal 
Bureau of Investigation report to determine 
whether several officials of the Rural Electri
fication Administration violated Federal law 
in their promotion last year, of $100 tickets 
to the Democratic fundraising gala. 

"The Civil Service Commission, after a pre- . 
liminary inquiry into the matter last fall, 
determined the facts were such to warrant 
study for prosecution. 

"Despite the Justice Department inquiry, 
Democratic Party aids have begun to dis
tribute lists of last year's contributors to 
Ji1ederal agencies to aid in selllng this year's 
dinner tickets. 

"Officials at both the State and Commerce 
Departments reportedly not only have re
ceived such lists, but have discussed promo
tion of ticket sales with selected top staff 
members. 

"At the State Department, a meeting re
portedly took place within the past week and 
the list of last year's contributors was broken 
down among a group of eight political ap
pointee 'salesmen.' Their job was ·to keep 
to the 'strictly political' jobholders, but to 

encourage them to again contribute to the 
party. 

"Reports that a similar meeting took place 
at Commerce could not be confirmed. 

"At one point in the State meeting, a sug
gestion that solicitation letters be sent to 
Ambassadors overseas was vetoed. 

"Complementing the direct solicitation ef
fort is a mailing to lists of contributors over 
the signature of Party Chairman John M. 
Bailey inviting the recipient to the dinner 
and enclosing a pledge card. 

"The card contains a code number that 
permits the dinner committee to identify a 
Government employee's agency and so seat 
him with his coworkers. 

"Milder than 1964 effort 
"This year's in-house solicitation appears 

to be much milder in its approach than was 
the effort made last year to sell gala tickets. 

"At that time, top agency officials sched
uled cocktail parties to precede the event 
and agency 'salesmen' went down their as
signed lists asking fellowworkers if they 
were coming to the party. · 

"From the party, buses took those present 
to the gala where they all sat together
usually with the front row of their section · 
filled with the highest ranking agency offi
cials from the Secretary down. 

"How much actual 'pressure' is involved in 
ticket sales? Some civil servants considered 
the very fact they received an invitation at 
home implied 'pressure.' 

"One agency salesman said the belief that 
President Johnson was the kind of politician 
who watched officeholder contributor lists 
was a form of 'pressure.' · 

"New element now 
"Adds a Democratic National Committee 

spokesman: 'The biggest pressure came from 
repeated news stories that employees were 
being threatened as to what would happen 
if they didn't come through.' 

"This year there appears to be a new ele
ment of resentment among the 'salesmen.' 
They have a fear that should someone re
port them-as happened in the REA case-
no one, particularly party officials, could 
come to their defense. 

"Party officials who hand out contributor 
lists in no way violate the law. Only the 
Federal employee who approaches a colleague 
faces trouble." 

"MAGUIRE'S LAW 
"Well, the time for another of the Demo

crats' $100-a-plate fundraising dinners is 
once more drawing near. And once more the 
party hierarchy in Gover·nment offices all 
over town is revving up the machinery to 
put the arm on Federal employees for con
tributions--in clear violation of Federal law. 

"Thus.far, as the Star's Walter Pincus noted 
the other day, the main complaints are com
ing from employees recruited to push the 
congressional dinner ticket sales. Their 
concern is understandable. For the Federal 
code is quite specific in making it a crime 
for any Federal employee 'directly or indi
rectly' to solicit funds from another Federal 
employee 'for any political purpose what
ever.' And while this is not a new provision, 
most of the ticket pushers are fully aware 
that the Justice Department is examining an 
FBI report on complaints which arose in 
connection with a similar party gala last 
year. 

"The trouble is, as one anonymous political 
appointee put it, that he and many of his 
colleagues are placed in a position of break
ing either 'the Justice Department's law or 
Maguire's law'-the latter referring to the 
solicitation plans reportedly set up by 
Richard Maguire, the Democratic treasurer. 

"There is no question, of course, about 
what action is called for here. 'Maguire's 
law' ought to be repealed, fast, and no con
gressional action is required to do it. Legis-
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lation may well be desirable to encourage 
wider financial support of political · candi
dates and their parties, possibly through tax 
credits or tax deductions. But in the mean
time Federal employees should be protected 
against the pressures to give which are in
evitably present under the sort of solicitation 
program which is now getting underway." 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to publicly commend 
Mr. Pincus and his newspaper for bringing 
these shocking political shakedowns into the 
open, and exposing them to public view. I 
believe it is a great public service. 

As Members of this body know, similar 
complaints of illegal political fundraising 
solicitations by Federal officials were brought 
to me many months ago by Federal workers 
in the Rural Electrification Administration 
of the Department of Agriculture because I 

" once served as REA Administrator. 
After much badgering, the Civil Service 

Commission agre·ed to look into the charges 
and documentation which had been provided 
to me, and the very first Civil Service Com
mission investigation of its kind was begun. 
Finally, on October 8, 1964, I was advised that 
the Commission had found four REA offi
cials to be "involved." Three of the officials 
are in excepted positions and one is in the 
chissified service. 

In the October 8 letter, the Commission's 
General Counsel also advised me that the 
results of the investigation were being turned 
over to the Justice Department for deter
mination of possible criminal violations. I 
include the text of this October 8 letter at 
this point in my remarks: 

"U.S. CIVU. SERVICE COMMISSION, 
"Washington, D.C., October 8, 1964. 

"Hon. ANCHER NELSEN, 
"House of Representatives. 

"DEAR MR. NELSEN: This is in response to 
your letter of September 22, 1964, concern
ing the investigation of alleged Hatch Act 
violations in the Rural Electrification Ad
ministration and your telephone calls of 
September 28 and October 1. As .I told you 
on the phone, I was somewhat handicapped 
in my endeavor to obtain the information 
you wanted because of the hospitalization 
of Mr. Meloy, who was personally supervis
ing the conduct of the investigation. 

"As you know, we conducted an investiga
tion of the alleged Hatch Act violations in 
the Rural Electrification Administration. 
There are four individuals involved. One 
is in the competitive service and subject to 
our jurisdiction; the other three are in 
excepted positions and subject to the juris
diction of th~ Department of Agriculture. 
In an effort to coordinate action we have 
notified the Secretary of Agriculture of our 
investigation. We have not been advised as 
to what they pian to do. 

"In addition, we have furnished the De
partment of Justice with a copy of our in
vestigation. That Department has jurisdic
tion to determine whether to prosecute for 
violation of the criminal laws. It has been 
our practice in this kind of a situation to 
defer administrative action until the crim
inal aspects of the case have been fully ex
plored. 

"I am not in a position at this time to ex
press an opinion as to a violation of the 
Hatch Act by the employee who is subject 
to our jurisdiction. Under the procedure 
we follow such a decision is made initially 
only after a letter of charges has been served 
and the employee's answer has been con
sidered. 

"Sincerely yours, 
"JOHN J. McOARTHY, 

"Assistant General Counsel." 
Mr. Speaker, in January of this year I 

inquired of the then Acting A ttomey 
General as to the progress of the Justice 
Department consideration of the civil 
service findings. Mr. Katzenba.ch replied to 
my letter of January 12 on February 4 stat-

ing that' the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
had been requested to investigate the facts 
in the case. This exchange of correspond
ence is included at this point in my remarks 
as a further documentation of the chrono
logical development of this investigation: 

• , "JANUAJRY 12, 1965. 
"Hon. NICHOLAS DEB. KATZENBACH, 
"Acting Attorney General, 
"Department of Justice, 
"Washington, D.C. 

"DEAR MR. KATZENBACH: Enclosed you Will 
find a copy of a letter which I received from 
the Assistant General Counsel of the U.S. 
Civil Service Commission under date of Octo
ber 8, 1964, reporting on their investigation 
of alleged Hatch Act violations in the Rural 
Electrification Administration. 

"You will note that three. individuals in
volved in this investigation are in excepted 
positions and subject to possible prosecution 
for violation of the Corrupt Practices Act. 

"Yqu will note further that a copy of the 
Civil· Service Commission investigation was 
furnished the Department of Justice. 

"At this point, I would be interested in 
knowing if your Department has determined 
whether to prosecute for violation of crimi
nal laws and whether any report has been 
·made to the Civil Service Commission of your 
consideration. 

"I am fully cognizant of the necessity for 
protection of the rights of individuals in
volved in such procedures, and at this point 
I am not asking that I be provided with a de
tailed report which would divulge the iden
tity of the Federal employees involved. In the 
interest of protecting and fostering the merit 
system in Federal employment, however, I do 
feel that cases such as these should have 
prompt and expeditious consideration. 

"Thank you for your kind cooperation. 
"Sincerely yours, 
. "ANCHER NELSEN, 

"Member of Congress." 

"FEBRUARY 4, 1965. 
"Hon. ANCHER NELSEN, 
"House of Representatives, 
"Washington, D.C. . 

"DEAR CONGRESSMAN NELSEN: This Will 
reply to your letter of January 12, 1965, with 
which you enclosed a copy of a letter to you 
from the Assistant General COunsel of the 
U.S. Civil Service Commission, referring to an 
investigation of alleged violations of the 
Hatch Act in the Rural Electrification Ad
ministration of the Department of Agricul
ture. 

"We have requested the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation to investigate the facts in this 
matter following which a determination will 
be made whether any violations of Federal 
criminal statutes relating to the solicitation 
of political contributions by Federal em
ployees have occurred which would warrant 
prosecution. You are undoubtedly aware 
that in addition to possible criminal viola
tions there are also involved possible admin
istrative penalties, the imposition of which 
is within the responsibility of the Civil Serv
ice Commission and the employing agency. 

"Sincerely, 
"NICHOLAS DEB. KATZENBACH, 

;,Acting Attorney General." 
After a time lapse of almost 2 more months, 

I again >Contacted the Justice Department for 
a report. At the same time I addressed a 
letter to Chairman Macy, of the Civil Serv
ice Commission. My deep concern over the 
apparent lack of expeditious resolution of 
this case was expressed to both Attorney 
General Katzenbach and Chairman Macy. 
Acting Assistant Attorney General John Doar 
responded to my letter of March 26 on April 5, 
stating in part: 

"I have received the results of the FBI in
vestigation into this matter. This ·report is 
bei~g carefully reviewed by this D1 vision and 

it is expected that this review will be com
pleted in the near future." 

I include my letters of March 26 and the 
Justice Department reply of April 5 at this 
point in my remarks: 

"MARCH 26, 1965. 
"Hon. NICHOLAS DEB. KATZENBACH, 
"Attorney General of the United States, 
"Department of Justice, 
"Washington, D.C. 

"MY DEAR MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: This is 
with further reference to my letter of Janu
ary 12 and your reply dated February 4, 1965, 
concerning the investigation of alleged vio
lations of the Hatch Act and Corrupt Prac
tices Act in the Rural Electrification Admin
istration of the Department of Agriculture. 

"In your letter of February 4, you informed 
me that the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
had been requested to investigate facts in 
this case preliminary to a determination as 
to whether criminal violations had occurred 
which would warrant prosecution. It is evi
dent that no such determination has .yet 
been made, since no action has been taken 
by the Civil Service Commission within its 
responsibility of an administrative nature 
concerning violations of the Hatch Act in 
the classified service. It has been my under
standing, and I am so informed; that it is 
Commission policy to defer its action in a 
case pending resolution of criminal aspects 
by the Department of Justice. 

"I am concerned that any possible delay 
in the handling of this case by the Depart
ment of Justice would be the cause of any 
default in the expeditious consideration of 
a matter so important to the preservation of 
the integrity of our Federal Civil Service. 

"I would hope that I would have your re
port on this matter in the very near future. 

"Sincerely yours, 
"ANCHER NELSEN." 

"Hon. ANCHER NELSEN, 
"House of Representr;ttives, 
"Washington, D.C. 

"APRn. 5, 1965. 

"DEAR CONGRESSMAN NELSEN: In your let
ter of March 26, 1965, to the Attorney Gen
eral you expressed concern over possible de
lay by the Department of Justice in handling 
the investigation of alleged violations of the 
Hatch A<:t and Corrupt Practices Act in the 
Rural Electrification Administration of the 
Department of Agriculture. · 

"I have received the results of the FBI in
vestigation into this matter. This report is 
being carefully reviewed by this Division and 
it is expected that this review ·will be com
pleted in the near future. 

"I will keep you advised of any develop
ments in this matter. 

"Sincerely, 
"JOHNDoAR, 

((Acting Assistant Attorney General, 
((Civil Rights Division." 

"MARCH 26, 1965. 
"Hon. Jo;HN W. MAcY, 
((Chairman, Civil Service Commission, 
((Washington, D.C. 

"DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Enclosed is a copy 
of my letter to Attorney General Nicholas 
deB. Katzenbach concerning the current Jus
tice Department consideration of alleged vio
lations of the Hatch Act and Corrupt Prac
tices Act in the Rural Electrification Admin
istration of the Department of Agriculture. 

"I first made public reference to this situa- · 
tion back in 1961, and finally in 1964 was 
challenged by your Commission to provide 
documented evidence of my charges. This 
I did, and a Commission investigation was 
instituted in June of last year. The results 
of this investigation were reported to me by 
the Commission's General Counsel by letter 
dated October 8, 1964. 

"Mr. Meloy reported that four individuals 
were found to be involved, one of whom was 
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in the classified service and three of whom 
were in the excepted service. His letter goes 
on to state that final action by the Commis
sion under its jurisdiction in the case would 
not be taken until all criminal aspects of the 
case had been determined by the Depart
ment of Justice. 

"More than 2 months have now elapsed 
since the Attorney General's advising me 
that the Federal Bureau of Investigation had 
been requested to look into the case. It is 
now going on 6 months since your General 
Counsel's advising me that the results of the 
Commission investigation had been referred 
to the Justice Department. It is now over 
4 years since my having revealed this situa
tion in a public statement. 

"The primary duty and responsibility of 
the Civil Service Commission being to main
tain and protect the independence of our 
Federal merit system, I feel it incumbent 
upon me to impress you and your Commis
sion of my concern over the lack of dispatch 
in the handling of this case. It would be my 
understanding that you would be in constant 
contact with the Justice Department in the 
interest of expediting the fair and just de
termination of this entire m ·atter and that 
you are keenly aware of the significance of 
this case to the merit system employees 
throughout the Federal Government. 

"Sincerely yours, 
"ANCHER NELSEN, 

"Member of Congress." 
We are now in the first of June, and this 

is where the matter continues to lie 9 long 
months after the Civil Service Commission 
report showing involvement in possible 
violations of the Hatch Act and the Corrupt 
Practices Act. These investigations by the 
Justice Department and Civil Service Com
mi•ssion have turned into a long stall. 

The Washington Star article shows clearly 
that failure to take corrective action has 
served as an open invitation to the money
hungry politicians in Federal jobs to go right 
ahead with their harassment and pressures 
on employees in the service of their Govern
ment. 

Obviously, the best way to deter such 
activities is to take proper action against 
those who have already been found to have 
been engaging in political fundraising 
among civil service employees. I would hope 
the effect of these latest disclosures will be 
to awaken officials in the Civil Service Com
mission and the Justice Department to their 
responsibilities to protect our Federal workers 
from further shakedowns and arm twisting. 

You will note that the Civil Service 
Commissio·n admits violations have been 
found and the cases have been re
ferred to the Department of Justlce. To 
date absolutely nothing has been done to 
bring the culprits to justice. It is in
comprehensible to me why the Justice 
Department refuses to move. Time and 
again, I have tried to contact the Civil 
Service Commission and the Department 
of Justice trying to find out why no ac
tion has been taken. No satisfactory an
swer has been forthcoming. 

Under the so-called compromise bill, 
we still allow partisan elections. We 
still have a provision there exempting the 
Federal employee from the application of 
the Hatch Act. Nothing, I repeat, noth
ing has been compromised except the en
tire civil service. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NELSEN. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. McCLORY. I think the point the 
gentleman is making is extremely im
portant insofar as the corrupt _practices 
law is concerned. It seems to indi-

cate that some supplemental legislation gentleman from Illinois is saying is cor
might be necessary in order to provide for rect, but 'that misses the point. The 
the situation that the gentleman refers point is that to make a partisan political 
to. jungle out of the District of Columbia 

But the inquiry I have is more with re- would be something that we in this Con
gard to the subject of partisan and non- . gress would live long, in my opinion, to 
partisan elections. In the city of Chi- regret. 
cago, we have nonpartisan elections. But Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I make 
that does not prevent people from know- the point of order that a quorum is not 
ing in every instance what party the present. 
aldermen belong to. I think in many re- The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
spects it adversely affects my party, the count. Ninety Members are present 
Republican Party. I would think an op- not a quorum. ' 
portunity for partisan elections in the The Clerk will call the roll. 
District of Columbia might give the Re- The Clerk called the roll and the fol-
publican Party · an opportunity to or- lowing Members failed to a~swer to their 
ganize a little better at the precinct and names: 
at the local level and so . build up our 
party strength which would be virtually 
impossible under a nonpartisan election 
system. 

I know in my own State of Illinois; we 
have elected township officials for many 
years on a nonpartisan basis. While we 
did that we were able to elect a great 
many Republicans. But recently we 
have gone to the partisan type of elec
tion and as a result the Democrats in my 
area have organized strongly at the local 
level and they are gaining strength be
cause we have discarded the nonpartisan 
type of election and invoked the partisan 
election idea. 

So I think this is a double-edged sword. 
I think it is a question which can be 
presented either way. I note that the 
Republican District chairman of the 
District of Columbia is supporting this 
legislation and I would imagine he would 
have in mind the aspects of partisanship 
at the local level. I did want to bring 
out that point and call it to the gentle
man's attention. 

Mr. NELSEN. I thank the gentleman, 
for his contribution. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. I think one of the 
great tra~edies that could take place 
would be to have partisan elections in the 
Nation's Capital. We have the head
quarters here of both political parties. 
I do not care what the political complex
ion of the District of Columbia might 
be in one way or the other. But I think 
it would be most tragic to have partisan 
elections in the Nation's Capital. We 
sit here as partisans in the governing 
body in · the Congress of the United 
States. We are very apt to be in session 
when such partisan elections may be tak
ing place in the District of Columbia. 
Some Members of the House of Repre
sentatives might be called on to take part 
in these elections by attending partisan 
meetings, and so forth. I think that is 
the most tragic thing that could happen 
regardless of what the political complex
ion of the District of Columbia would be. 
As I say, it would be a most tragic thing 
to have partisan elections here. 

I am ready to support a home rule bill 
if this change can be made, but as long 
as partisan elections are going to be held, 
I cannot support a home rule bill. 

I served as mayor of my city-a city 
of about 60,000 people--in a nonpartisan 
election. Everyone knew I was a Repub
lican. I realized that. I think what the 

[Roll No. 331] 
Anderson, Ill. Frelinghuysen Murray 
Andrews, Goodell O'Hara, Ill. 

George W. Halleck Powell 
Aspinall Hanna Reinecke 
Baring Hebert Roncal!o 
Bolton Holifield Scott 
Bonner Hosmer Steed 
Clawson, Del Johnson, Okla. Thomas 
Colmer Jones, Ala. Thompson, Tex. 
Edwards, Calif. Kee Toll 
Everett Landrum Willis 
Evins, Tenn. McCarthy Wilson, 
Farnum McEwen Charles H. 
Fogarty . Morrison Wright 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. RooNEY of New York, Chairman pro · 
tempore of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union, re
ported that that Committee, having had 
under consideration the bill H.R. 4644; 
and finding itself without a quorum, he. 
had directed the roll to be called, when 
391 Members responded to their names, 
a quorum, and he submitted herewith 
the names of the absentees to be spread 
upon the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
The CHAIRMAN. The distinguished 

gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. NEL
SEN] has 5 minutes remaining. The 
gentleman is recognized. 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man. 

Mr. WHITENER. The gentleman 
from Minnesota was discussing, before 
the quorum call, the Hatch Act situation. 
I know this is consistent with the appre
hension that the gentleman expressed 
during our hearings before the subcom
mittee. I think it may be well to point 
out that at that time when the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. SicKLES] was testi
fying, we had a report from the trial 
division of the United States Civil Service 
Commission in which it was stated that 
although exceptions from certain re
strictions in the Hatch Act had been 
granted in a number of jurisdictions 
where the percentage of Federal Govern
ment employees among the electorate 
justified such concession, in every in
stance, so the trial counsel office told us, 
those exemptions have permitted Gov
ernment employees to participate in elec
tions held only on a nonpartisan basis 
and that there was never a case where 
exemptions had been given in partisan 
elections. Is that not correct? 

Mr. NELSEN. That is exactly right. 
Mr. WHITENER. May I ask the 

gentleman another question. I know 
the gentleman is thoroughly famlliar 
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with the various legislative proposals that 
have been made on this subject. Is 
there anything in any of these bills. that 
provides guidelines for the running of 
elections and particularly the avoiding of 
-corrupt practices in elections? 

Mr. NELSEN. There are none that 
I know of. My information is that what 
you allude to is not covered in the bill. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. QUIE. I want to commend the 
gentleman from Minnesota for making 
an excellent statement and for pointing 
out that in the State of Minnesota since 
1913, we have had nonpartisan elections 
in all the municipalities, and this has 
worked well. I just wanted to point out 
in the bill it is recognized it would be 
unwise for the Councilmen or the Mayor 
to be running at the same time there 
was a national election for President. 
'The new bill, the new compromise bill, 
now provides that the Mayor and Coun
<Cilmen would not be running in the year 
that the President was running. But 
-there is one shortcoming about this 
compromise in that all of the Councilmen 
·would be up for reelection in the same 
year, once every 4 years. If the same 
thing happened in the District of Colum
bia as happened not too long ago in 
Montgomery County, you could have a 
complete change in the entire Council in 
one election. This is not very wise. 
When we write a home rule bill, we ought 
to take into consideration any eventu
ality and this would lead to unstable 
government if it happened. However, 
we could have staggered elections and 
have nonpartisan elections and have a 
complete separation from the issues that 
confront us on a national basis and have 
a much better municipal government 
thereby. So I commend the gentleman 
from Minnesota for pointing out this 
situation very clearly. I would point out 
it ts no answer to exempt Federal em
ployees from the Hatch Act if we do have 
nonpartisan elections. This then would 
be left to the Chairman of the Civil Serv
ice Commission as the gentleman has 
well pointed out. 

Mr. NELSEN. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point 
out that under existing law, the Civil 
Service Commission has the authority to 
grant certain exemptions so that Fed
eral employees may engage in nonparti
san elections. Those exemptions have 
been granted in Alexandria, Arlington, 
Montgomery County and other sur
rounding Washington metropolitan 
a reas where there is a heavy percentage 
of Federal employees. The premise be
ing that a nonpartisan office would not 
be tied in with partisan .political activi
ties and therefore would not jeopardize 
the impartiality and objectivity of the 
civil servant. 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the ·gentleman yield? 

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. HORTON. I wish to try to cor
rect something that might be misunder
stood. I think the gentleman said that 
the civil service permitted participa-

tion in nonpartisan elections. I do not 
believe that that statement is quite ac
curate. 

Mr. NELSEN. Under certain circum
stances, I said. 

Mr. HORTON. Is the gentleman 
aware of section 18 of the so-called Hatch 
Act, which is section 118-(n) of title 5 
United States Code, which provides that 
in the event there is a nonpartisan elec
tion there is no Hatch Act exemption? 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, under 
this bill the Congress of the United 
States is allowing Federal employees to 
participate in partisan elections. This 
is most extraordinary and has no prece
dent. I wish to point out that the Civil 
Service Commission at this time has dis
cretionary authority, where there is a 
heavy population of Federal employees, 
to permit Federal employee participation 
in nonpartisan elections. And the Com
mission has repeatedly done so. The 
Civil Service Commission likewise has the 
right to withdraw that permission if it 
has been abused. Under this bill, the 
Congress itself de-Hatches the Federal 
employees, permitting activities in par
tisan elections; the Civil Service Com
mission would be precluded from re
Hatching in an emergency situation. 
The Congress itself would have to act. 
· There is a case that has been before 

a U.S. district court, an action brought 
by several Federal employees, to allow 
Federal employees to engage in partisan 
elections. The brief supplied by the 
Department of Justice supported the 
Civil Service Commission's refusal to 
allow active participation of employees 
of the Federal Government in a partisan 
election. In support of the Commis
sion's ruling, the Justice Department's 
brief stated in part : 

To permit only nonpartisan local political 
activity, one need only consider the prob
lems at which the Hatch Act was aimed and 
the realities of party politics as currently 
practiced in the United States. Party poli
tics are not conducted in separately sealed 
compartments neatly labelled "local," 
"State," and " National." Political organiza
tions grow from the grassroots in the pre
cincts to the great quadrennial nominating 
conventions. The integrated nature of party 
organization is most strikingly reflected right 
in the name of the plaintiff political associa
tion: the "Democratic State Central Com
mittee for Montgomery County, Md." Party 
workers are constantly exhorted and con
tinuously tempted to join in putting over 
their party's ticket at every level of govern
ment. From the candidates' teas before the 
primaries to the poll watchers' coffee, on 
election day, the politics of community, 
State and Nation are inextricably linked. Lo
cal politics are the ladder which our national 
leaders must climb. This is both a political 
and an economic necessity of the party sys
tem, as any American who has ever answered 
a political canvasser's knock at his door can 
testify. Were it otherwise plaintiffs would 
not be here, for they could easily organize 
an independent "Democratic" or "Republi
can" party whose interest stopped at the 
county line. 

It is the integrated aspect of party politics 
which poses the great danger and the great 
temptation to the integrity of the govern
ment worker. First, there is the possibility 
that the national political party controlling 
the Federal Government--be it Democrat, 
Republican, Whig, or Federalist--might 
coerce Federal employees to work for that 
party and its local affiliates. Such things 

are not unknown in American history. By 
barring any partisan political activity, the 
Commission protects the Federal employees 
from this possibility while providing his 
community with a method by which he may 
participate in its affairs. 

Second, career civil servants must serve 
with equal devotion successive department 
heads with different views and political affili
ations. If a Federal employee campaigned, 
even at the local level, for one national party, 
it could inhibit his best efforts for an ad
ministration controlled by another party, 
thus harming the efficiency of the executive 
civil service. Such a danger is avoided by 
a clean and clear restriction to local, non
partisan activity, independent of any Na
tional and State aftlliation. 

Third, the Civil Service as an institution 
could be completely demoralized by the spec
ter of politically linked advancement--as
signment or promotion directly or indirectly 
influenced by support of the department 
head's political party. But the Commission's 
retention of section 9's ban on partisan poli
tics reinforces the statute's prohibition of 
such conduct by making it impossible for 
any employee to render such support. 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentle
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. WHITENER. Is not the state
ment which the gentleman is reading a 
part of a brief filed by the Justice De
partment of the United States in a case 
in the State of Maryland, in which case 
the Justice Department was trying to 
prevent participation by civil servants of 
the Federal Government? 

Mr. NELSEN. That is exactly cor
rect. I have a copy of the entire brief 
before me, which I will include in the 
RECORD at this point: 
(U.S. District Court for the District of 

Maryland, Civil Action No. 16460, mem
. orandum in support of the defendants' mo

tion to dismiSs or in the alternative for 
summary judgment) 

DEMOCRATIC STATE CENTRAL COMMITTEE FOR 
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MD., 26 EAST MONT
GOMERY AVENUE, ROCKVILLE MD., GEORGE 
NORMAN, 3215 EMORY CHURCH ROAD, OLNEY, 
MD., LEVON A. TERRIAN, 4212 GLEN ROSE 
STREET, KENSINGTON, MD.; H . ROBERT BoR
DEN, SR., 12517 VALLEYWOOD DRIVE, SILVER 
SPRING, MD.; WILLIAM R. THOMAS III, 4710 
ALBEMARLE AVENUE, GARRETT PARK, MD., 
PLAINTIFFS V. LUDWIG J . ANDOLSEK AND 
ROBERT E. HAMPTON, MEMBERS, AND JOHN 
W. MAcY, JR., CHAmMAN, U.S. CIVIL SERV
ICE COMMISSION, 1900 E STREET, NW., 
WASHINGTON, D.C., 20415, DEFENDANTS. 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
This is a suit for a declaratory judgment 

and an injunction attacking the regulations 
of the Civil Service Commission which grant 
Montgomery County, Maryland a limited ex
emption from the prohibitions against politi
cal activities by federal employees set forth 
in Section 9 of the Hatch Act (5 U.S.C. 1181). 
Defendants are the Civil Service Commis
sioners. Plaintiffs are the Democratic State 
Central Committee for Montgomery County; 
and four individuals employed by the Execu
tive Branch of the Federal Government who 
reside in Montgomery County and who de
sire to run for County office as Democrats or 
to campaign on behalf of a Democratic can
didate for such an qffice. They allege that 
the Commission's refusal to grant them a 
hearing on their proposal to modify the 
exemption, so as to permit them to engage in 
partisan political activities, was an arbitrary 
abuse of discretion. They further allege tha.t 
omission of authority for partisan political 
activities from the exemption renders it in
valid under the Section 16 (5 U.S.C. 118m) 
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of the Act; and, alternatively, if it is valid, 
that Section 16 is unconstitutional under 
the First, Fifth and Ninth Amendments. 
Plaintiffs have moved for summary judg
ment. Defendants have moved to dismiss 
and in the alternative have cross-moved for 
summary judgment. 

FACTS 

A. The Hatch Act 
Section 9 of the Hatch Act (53 Stat. 1148, 

as amended, 5 U.S.C. 118i) prohibits officers 
and employees in the Executive Branch of 
the Federal Government from "taking any 
active part in political management or in 
political campaigns." Under section 16 of 
the Act, however (54 Stat. 767, 5 U.S.C. 
118m), the Civil Service Commission may 
promulgate regulations which permit Federal 
employees residing in communities around 
the National Capital to take an active part 
in political management or political cam-

. paigns involving their municipalities or po
litical subdivisions "to the extent the Com
mission deems to be in the domestic interests 
of such persons." 

The Commission has exercised its author
ity under the provisions of section 16 by 
granting a limited exemption to many politi
cal subdivisions in Maryland and Virginia 
counties near Washington, D.C. 5 C.F.R. 
733.301. However, the Commission has uni
formly, and without exception, restricted this 
exemption to independent, non-partisan ac
tivities of a purely local nature. Its exemp
tion provides that: "an employee shall 
not • • • engage in non-local partisan 
political activities"; that employees may not 
run as a candidate for a political party or 
become involved in political management in 
connection with the campaign. of a party 
candidate; and that an employee who is a 
candidate for local elective office shall run 
as an independent. 5 C.F.R. 733.301(a). 

B. Montgomery County's Exemption 
Montgomery County, Maryland, had not 

been included among the political divisions 
which were exempted from section 9. On 
May 5, 1964, the Commission considered two 
requests by different groups of citizens that 
Federal employees residing in Montgomery 
County be exempted (Exhibit B, p. 29, not 
printed in RECORD) . The first request called 
for an exemption which would have per
mitted residents of Montgomery County to 
partic-ipate in county elections as partisan 
candidates. The second request would have 
permitted participation in local elections at 
the county level but only on a non-partisan 
basis. The Commission held that its regula
tions permitted participation on a non-parti
san basis only.1 It therefore denied the first 
request and granted the second. The exemp
tion granted to Federal employees residing in 
Montgomery County was thus on the same 
terms and conditions that the Commission 
has uniformily applied to all other communi
ties which have been granted exemptions. 
C. Plaintiffs' Petition for Modification of the 

Exemption 
On March 2, 1965, the plaintiffs petitioned 

the Civil Service Commission to hold a public 
rulemaking hearing, so that the plaintiffs 
and other interested persons could attempt 
to persuade the Commission to amend Rule 
733.301 (a), so as to allow federal employees 
who are exempted pursuant to Section 16 of 
the Hatch Act to run for local political office 
as party candidates or to campaign for party 
candidates on the local level (Exhibit A, p. 
3-4 (not printed in RECORD)). This petition 
was accompanied by a brief and appendices 
A-L (Exhibit A, pp. 17-71 (not printed in 
RECORD)). 

1 The term "non-partisan" refers to local 
political activities which are completely in
dependent of national or State political 
·parties. (Exhibit B, p. 29 (not printed in 
RECORD).) 

The individual plaintiffs were stated to be 
members of the Democratic Party. (Exhibit 
A, p. 5 (not printed in RECORD).) Plaintiff 
George Norman alleged that he intends to 
file in the 1966 Democratic primary election 
to secure that party's nomination as a candi
date for the Montgomery County Council. 
{Exhibit A, p. 5 {not printed in RECORD).) 
The remaining individual plaintiffs alleged 
an intent to campaign actively and publicly 
in support of Democratic Party· candidates. 
(Exhibit A, pp. 5-6 (not printed in REc
oRD).) 

On March 22, 1965, the plaintiffs submit
ted a supplemental petition with appendices 
M-R (Exhibit A, pp. 72-91 (not printed in 
RECORD)) followed by appendix Son April 1, 
1965. (Exhibit A, pp. 92-93 (not printed in 
RECORD).) On April 8, 1965, the plaintiffs 
were notified that their petition for a public 
rulemaking proceeding was denied. In a 
letter to plaintiffs' counsel the Chairman of 
the Commission explained: 

"In the interest of preserving and strength
ening the career service, the Commission 
has, in granting privileges under Section 16 
of the Hatch Act, consistently held to the 
principle that federal officers and employees 
may be candidates for local elective office in 
a partisan election but must run as inde
pendent candidates. From the very begin
ning of the ci vii service system partisan 
political activity has been prohibited because 
a question would arise as to whether those 
participating in such activity were discharg
ing their duties in an impartial and objec
tive manner independent of partisanship. 
The Commission's present regulations con
form with the essential policy of the Hatch 
Act that employees in the executive branch 
should refrain from active participation in 
political activity involving national political 
parties. Therefore, your request for Amend
ment of Commission Rule and for Declaratory 
Order Granting Exemption Thereunder is 
denied. 

"It is felt that any fundamental change 
in longstanding policy adhering to statutory 
authority would more appropriately be con
sidered by the legislature. On March 10, 
1965, Senator BREWSTER of Maryland filed 
a b111 (S. 1474) 'To create a bipartisan com
mission to study federal laws limiting poli
tical activity by officers and employees of the 
Government.' The Commission favors such 
legislation as the proper procedure if changes 
are desired in the prohibition of the Hatch 
Act" (Exhibit A, p. 95 (not printed in 
RECORD)). 
The plaintiffs filed a petition for reconsid
eration on April 13, 1965 (Exhibit A, pp. 98-
100 (not printed in the RECORD)) followed 
by a supplement with an appendix S (sic) on 
April 23, 1965 (Exhibit A, pp. 100-106 (not 
printed in RECORD) ) . The Commission 
denied the petition for reconsideration be
fore the supplemental material of April 23, 
1965, was received (Exhibit A, pp. 105-107 
(not printed in RECORD)); however, the 
Commission subsequently informed the 
plaintiffs that the supplemental material 
provided by the plaintiffs had been avail
able to the Commission when the petition 
was being considered. (Exhibit A, ,p. 108 
(not printed in RECORD).) 

STATUTES AND REGULATIONS INVOLVED 
Sections 9, 16, and 18 of the Hatch Act 

(53 Stat. 1148 as amended, 54 Stat. 757, 767, 
5 U.S.C. 118i, 118m 118n) and the pertinent 
regulations of the Civil Service Commission 
5 C.F.R. 733.301 (with 1965 Supp.) are set 
forth in the appendix to this brief. 

ARGUMENT 
I. Neither plaintiff political organization 

nor the individual plaintiffs have standing 
to maintain this action 

A. The Individual Plaintiffs 
But for the exemption set forth in the 

Committee's regulations (5 C.F.R. 733.301), 

the individual plaintiffs would be totally 
foreclosed from participating in any political 
activity by the express provisions in the 
second sentence of Section 9 of the Hatch 
Act, which provides: 

"No officer or employee in the executive 
branch of the Federal Government, or any 
agency or department thereof shall take 
any active part in political management or 
political campaigns." 
Plaintiffs do not attack the constitutional 
validity of the foregoing prohibition, which 
was sustained by the Supreme Court in 
United Public Workers v. Mitchell, 330 U.S. 
75. Yet they urge that unless the Commis
sion's limited exemption from this prohibi
tion is amended so as to permit them to 
engage in partisan political activity, the 
operation of the exemption in Montgomery 
County must be enjoined (Complaint, 
prayer ( 4) ) . Thus, they would in effect 
subject themselves or other employees in 
Montgomery County (including those who 
wish to engage in non-partisan political ac
tivities) to the total prohibition of Section 
9. Their contention seems to be that they 
must be granted all or nothing. Under the 
decided cases, the individual plaintiffs have 
no more standing to attack the exemption 
than they would to attack the basic pro
hibition in Section 9. 

The Supreme Court has ruled that federal 
employees in exactly the same position as 
the individual plaintiffs do not have stand
ing to c·ontest the validity of political ac
tivity restrictions applicable to them under 
the Hatch Act. United Public Workers v. 
Mitchell, supra. The Court's ruling is equally 
applicable to the individual plaintiffs in the 
instant case. It held (330 U.S. at 89-90): 

"For adjudication of constitutional issues 
'concrete legal issues, presented in actual 
cases, not abstractions,' are requisite. This 
is as true of declaratory judgments as any 
other field. These appellants seem clearly to 
seek advisory opinions upon broad claims 
of rights protected by the First, Fifth, Ninth 
and Tenth Amendments to the Constitu
tion. As these appellants are classified em
ployees, they .have a right superior to the 
generality of citizens, compare Fairchild v. 
Hughes, 258 U.S. 126, but the facts of their 
personal interest in their civil rights, of the 
general threat of possible interference with 
those rights by the Civil Service Commis
sion under its rules, if specified things are 
done by appellants, does not make a justi
ciable case or controversy. Appellants want 
to engage in 'political management and po
litical campaigns,' to persuade others to fol
low appellants' views by discussion, speeches, 
articles and other acts reasonably designed 
to secure the selection of appellant's political 
choices. Such generality of objection is 
really an attack on the political expediency 
of the Hatch Act, not the presentation of 
legal issues. It is beyond the competence of 
courts to render such a · decision. Texas v. 
Interstate Commerce Commission, 258 U.S. 
158, 162. 

"The power of courts, and ultimately of 
this Court, to pass upon the constitutionality 
of acts of Congress arises only when the 
interests of litigants require the use of this 
judicial authority for their protection against 
actual interference. A hypothetical threat 
is not enough. We can only speculate as to 
the kinds of political activity the appellants 
desire to engage in or as to the contents of 
their proposed public statements or the cir
cumstances of their publication. It would 
not accord with judicial responsibility to 
adjudge, in a matter involving constitution
ality, between the freedom of the individual 
and the requirements of public order ex
cept when definite rights appear upon the 
one side and definite prejudicial interfer
ences upon the other. United Public Work
ers v. Mitchell, supra, at 89-90." 

The plaintiffs seek to avoid the holding 
of Mitchell on the issue of standing in several 
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ways. First they contend that Mitchell is 
distinguishable from the instant case in that 
they are primarily attacking administrative 
regulations rather than the provisions of the 
Hatch Act itself. It is difficult to see what, 
if anything, this adds to plaintiffs' standing. 
The regulations do not require plaintiffs to 
do anything and, of themselves, they do not 
prohibit plaintiffs from doing anything. It 
is the prohibition of section 9, to the extent 
that it has not been waived by the Commis-

. sian, which bars plaintiffs from partisan 
politicking. The regulations under section 16 
simply allow them to do something-engage 
in local nonpartisan politics-which section 
9 would otherwise forbid them from doing. 
Thus not only do plaintiffs lack standing 
because they have not engaged in the pro
hibited activities (United Public Workers v. 
Mitchell, supra) but also they lack it be
cause the regulations do not injure them in 
any way. On the contrary, the regulations 
enlarge the range of their lawful political 
activities. 

Plaintiffs attempted to escape the ration
ale of United Public Workers v. Mitchell, 
supra, by suggesting that its holding on 
standing was overruled in Adler v. Board of 
Education, 342 U.S. 485 (1952); and Con
necticut Insurance Company v. Moore, 333 
U.S. 541 (1947). But the Supreme Court 
does not overrule landmark cases sub-silen
tio. The majority opinion in neither of the 
two cases cited refers to United Public Work
ers v. Mitchell. Moreover, the ,Supreme Court 
has cited United Public Workers v. Mitchell 
for the proposition of standing in cases de
cided long after the decisions in which it was 
allegedly overruled. See Longshoremen's 
Union v. Boyd, 347 U.S. 222, 224; Poe v. Ull
man, 367 U.S. 497, 501. 

In United Public Workers v. Mitchell, 
supra, it was also pointed out that the dis
agreement between the individual employees 
and the Civil Service Commission was not 
ripe for judicial review. 330 U.S. at 91. Un
til the individual plaintiffs in this case take 
some action which results in a final, adverse 
decision of the Civil Service Commission, 
under its administrative procedures for in
vestigating or reviewing violations (5 C.F.R. 
733.601 through 733.710) there exists no con
troversy upon which this Court can render a 
decision. 

Plaintiffs cite numerous cases which pur
port to show that the Commission's regula
tions are ripe for review. American Truck
ing Assn. v. United States, 344 U.S. 298 
(1953); American Tel. & Tel. Co. v. United 
States, 299 U.S. 232; Pacific States Box and 
Basket Co. v. White, 296 U.S. 176 (1935). 
But in these cases the administrative regu
lations involved subjected the party attack
ing them to immediate criminal penalties or 
to civil fines. In each case it was clear that 
defendants would have to change the opera
tion of their private business in order to 
comply. 

In the instant case, plaintiffs are not sub
ject to any criminal penalties, plaintiffs are 
not violating Section 9 of the Act; and 
plaintiffs' political intentions may or may 
not rna terialize in a manner which would 
constitute a violation. 

Plaintiffs miss the mark in attempting to 
find standmg under decisions construing the 
Federal Communications Act (United States 
v. Storer Broadcasting Co., 351 U.S; 192; 
F.C.C. v. American Broadcasting Co., 347 U.S. 
284; Columbia Broadcasting System v. 
United States, ~16 U.S. 407). The Communi
cations Act provides for regulation of a 
private industry-radio broadcasting; and 
also provides a special method o.f statutory 
review for orders of the Commission ( 47 
U.S.C. 402). Here, on the contrary, there is 
no statutory provision whatever for judicial 
review of regulations granting exemptions 
under the Hatch Act. Moreover, such regu
lations concern standards of conduct for 

executive employees and not standards for 
private industry or private persons generally. 

The review provisions of the Administra
tive Procedure Act do not furnish any stand
ing whatever to the individual plaintiffs. 
As already noted, the Hatch Act and ad
minis·trative exceptions to its prohibitions 
relate solely to the 90nduct and tenure of 
Federal executive employees. The review 
provisions of the Administrative Procedure 
Act (5 U.S.C. 1009) are not applicable to 
the administration. of the Feder;tl Civil Serv
ice. Cappolino v. Kelly, 236 F. Supp. 955, 
aff'd per curiam, 339 , F. 2d 1023 (C.A. 2, 
1965); Hofflund v. Seaton, 265 F. 2d 363 
(C.A.D.C.), cert. denied, 361 U.S. 837. In
deed, the Act expressly exempts matters re
lating to the selection and tenure of Fed
eral employees (5 U.S.C. 1004). The deci
sion of the Fourth Circuit in McEachern v. 
United States, 321 F. 2d 31 (C.A. 4, 1963), 
explains the basis upon which the Supreme 
Court reviewed the regulations relating to 
hearing examiners in Ramspeck v. Trial Ex
aminer's Conference, 345 U.S. 128: namely, 
that examiners have special statutory status 
under that Act. Status accorded hearing 
examiners by the Administrative Procedure 
Act is not in issue here, and Ramspeck is 
thus inapplicable. 

Finally, the Act does not confer standing 
to seek review of matters-such as whether 
or not to issue regulations-which are com
mitted by law to agency discretion. The 
Act expressly excepts such matters from 
Section 10 (5 U.S.C. 1009). Thus the indi
vidual plaintiffs lack standing. 
B. The Democratic State Central Committee 

for Montgomery County Lacks Standing 
Since the individual plaintiffs, who are the 

Federal employees upon whom the prohibi-
tions of the Hatch Act directly operate, have 
'no standing, the Democratic State Central 
Committ~e for Montgomery County has no 
standing. It cannot appear in a representa
tive capacity since the individuals who might 
be represented have no justiciable claim. 
And it cannot appear in its own right be
cause its complaint does not show any injury 

. to a legally protected right. 
· It is well established that allegation of a 

legally protected right is a constitutional 
predicate of standing .to attack governmental 
action. Joint Anti-Fascist Refug~e Commit
tee v. McGra;th~ 341 U.S. 123, 140. Pennsyl
vania Railroad Co. v. Dillon, 335 F. 2d 292, 
294 (C.A.D'.c. 1964), cert. denied 379 U.S. 
945. None is alleged here. 

Section 9 of the Hatch Act does not impose 
any restriction whatever on the plantiff as
sociation not does it require it to take any 
form of action. It does not deny to the 
committee the political support of Federal 
employees, if they desire to grant it, through 
membership votes or through lawfully solic
.ited contributions. The association appears 
to recognize this, since it does not attack the 
validity of Section 9 of the Act. Instead, 
like the individual plaintiffs it attacks the 
Civil Service Commission's exemption which 
permits Federal employees to engage in non
partisan local politics. Thus it would be 
satisfied if the total prohibition of section 
9 remained in effect. Its real complaint is 
that it may face competition from an inde
pendent local group on whose behalf Federal 
employees may campaign or run for office. 
Unquestionably, the sole basis for its com
plaint is the political campaign which the 
Democratic Central Committee fears w111 be 
advanced by independent candidates for local 
office. It sets forth no other interest or 
injury. 

However, neither Section 9 of the Hatch 
Act nor the Civil Service's exemption under 
Section 16 undertake to regulate the Com
mittee in any way. It has not been com
pelled to abandon any of its activities or 
deprive of any legally protected interest 
which it possessed p:r:ior to the Commission's 

exemption of Montgomery County from the 
Hatch Act. It ha·s not been subject to any 
obligation or duty or disadvantage which 
might give it legal standing under any rele
vant statute, including the Administra;tive 
Procedure Act. Kansas City Potqer and Light 
Co. v. McKay, 225 F. 2d 924 (C.A.D.C. 1955), 
cert. denied 350 . U.S. 884. lt has long been 
recognized that freedom from economic 
competition is not a legally protected inter
est. Pennsylvania Railroad Company v. Dil
lon, supra. The same 'consider·ations neces
sarily extend to the possibility of future 
political competition, for political competi
tion is the very essence of our democracy. 

The plaintiff association nevertheless con
tends that if i.t must face competition from 
non-partisan groups for which federal em
ployees may actively campaign, the same 
class of persons should be permitted to cam
paign for it. But this is an argument di
rected to the wisdom of the policy underly
ing the Hatch Act--a policy · of non-parti
sanship for federal workers-and not a 
claim of legal right. It has no legally en
forcea;ble right to the potential campaign 
support of any group and certainly not of 
government workers. That was established 
in United Public Workers v. Mitchell, 330 
U.S. 75. For in that case, the Supreme 
Court held in effect, thaJt partisan poUtical 
parties could be denied the aotive campaign 
support of gover.nment workers. That hold
ing demonstrates tha;t there is no legal right 
in the Committee upon which it can claim 
standing to attack the Commission's decision 
to limit political activity of government 
workers to independent, non-partisan groups. 

Like the individual plaintiffs, the asso
ciation purports to base its standing upon the 
contention that it is adversely affected or ag
grieved within the meaning of Section 10(a) 
of the Administrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. 
1009 (a) ) . But the same considerations 
which foreclose the individual plaintiffs from 
relying upon the Act apply to the associa
tion. 
II. The Commission's decisions not to mod

ify its regulations is committed by law 
· to its unreViewable discretion 
A. There is No Judicial Review of Civil Serv

ice Actions of the Nature Involved in This 
Case 

1. No judicial review of Civil Service Com
mission denial of a petition for a public 
rule making hearing 
The plaintiffs seek a declaratory judg

ment that defendants acted arbitrarily and 
abused their discretion by denying plaintiffs' 
petition for a public rule making hearing. 
(Plaintiffs' Complaint, p. 10, first prayer for 
relief.) Section 4(d) of the APA, 5 u.s.a. 
1003(d) provides: . "Every agency shall ac
cord any inte.rested person the right to peti
tion for the issuance, amendment, or repeal 
of a rule." 

But the Act does not require that a peti
tion be granted nor is action under § 4(d) 
reviewable. According to the Attorney Gen
eral's Manual on the Administrative Proce
dure Act, 39 ( 1947), "neither the denial of a 
petition under section 4(d), nor an agency's 
refusal to hold public rule making proceed
ings thereon, is subject to judicial review." 
Citing Sen. Rep. #752, page 44 (79th Cong., 
First Session) .2 And as plaintiffs concede 
(Brief, p·. 18), there is no constitutional 
right to a hearing as a condition precedent to 
issuance of a rule. Willapoint Oysters v. 
Ewing, .174 F. 2d 676 (C.A. 9, 1949) cert. 
denied 338 U.S. 60. Section 4(d) of the APA 

2 The Attorney General had interpreted 
sec. 4(d) in the same manner when asked 
to comment on the APA prior to its enact
ment by the chairman of the Senate Ju
diciary Committee, Senator Pat McCarran. 
"Administrative Procedure Act, Legislative 
History," S. Doc. No. 248, p. 226 (79th Cong., 
2d sess.). 
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requires only that the agency receive peti
tions and consider them-nothing more.3 

In this case the plaintiffs submitted a peti
tion which was considered and denied (Ex
hibit A, p. 95, not printed in RECORD). The 
plaintiffs' petition for reconsideration was 
also considered and denied with the reasons 
transmitted to the plaintiffs' attorneys by 
letter (Exhibit A, pp. 106, 107, not printed 
in RECORD). The plaintiffs have . received 
every consideration intended under section 
4(d) and have no procedural grounds for 
complaint. The legislative history coupled 
with the Attorney General's contemporane
ous construction of section 4(d) demonstrate 
that there is no judicial review of an agency's 
decision to deny a petition for modification 
of a regulation. 

The plaintiffs have failed to cite any au
thority whatever to support the availability 
of judicial review of an agency decision to 
deny a petit~on which it has received and 
considered. 

The same principles apply to plaintiffs' 
petition for a declaratory order, as shown by 
M. J. Dilliner Transfer Company v. 
McAndrew, 226 F. Supp. 850, 864 (D.C. W.D. 
Pa., 1963), aff'd 328 F. 2d 601 (3rd Cir. 1964): 

"Neither does the Commission's denial of 
plaintiff's attempts to · secure a declaratory 
order entitle plaintiff to a judicial review. 
A court does not have jurisdiction to review 
an agency's denial of a declaratory order 
which denial is discretionary with the 
agency. Title 5 U.S.C.A. §§ 1004{d) and 
1009. Continental Oil Company v. Federal 
Power Commission, 285 F. 2d 527 (5th Cir. 
1961) . The Commission's discretionary re
fusal of declaratory relief does not require 
plaintiff to do or refrain from doing any
thing, fix any liability or responsibility, civil 
or criminal, upon plaintiff, or finally deter
mine its rights or obligations. United Gas 
Pipe Line Co. v. Federal Power Commission, 
203 F. 2d 78 (5th Cir. 1953); Motor Freight 
Express v. United States, 60 F. Supp. 238 
(statutory court E.D. Pa. 1945) ." 

Accordingly, the first prayer for relief in 
the plaintiffs' complaint should be dis
missed.' Cf. Schilling v. Rogers, 363 U.S. 
666 (1959). 

Apart from the fact that section 4(d) pre
cludes review of the denial of the plaintiffs' 
petition it is clear that the regulations re-

3 Both Senate and House of Representative 
Judiciary Committees agreed that sec. 4(d) 
of the APA was intended to insure that in
terested persons had access to the adminis
trative agencies. The reports of these com
mittees make it clear that an agency must 
receive petitions and give them a bona fide 
consideration. However, -it fs equally clear 
that the agency is under no obligation "to 
grant a petition, or to hold a hearing, or en
gage in any other public rulemaking pro
ceedings. The refusal of an agency to grant 
the petition or to hold rulemakin~ proceed
ings, therefore, would not per se be subject 
to judicial reversal." S. Rept. No. 752 con
tained in S. Doc. No. 248: Administrative 
Procedure Act, Legislative History, 201 (pre
pared by Senator McCarran, 79th . Cong., 2d 
sess., U.S. Printing Office, 1946). For the 
House Judiciary report see H. Rept. No. 1980 
contained inS. Doc. No. 248, supra, at 260. 

' The lack of judicial review concerning 
an agency refusal to issue a declaratory 
order under sec. 5{d) of the ·APA is readily 
apparent. Both the Senate and House 
Judiciary Committees agreed that "agencies 
are not required to issue declaratory orders 
merely because request is made therefor." 
S. Doc. No. 248, supra, at 204, 263. Further
more, matters involving the selection or ten
ure of Federal officers or employees are ex
cluded from the provisions of sec. 5 so that 
a declaratory order would not be appropriate. 
APA § 5(a). For this reason sec. 5(d) need 
not be considered any further. 

!erred to in plaintiffs' petition are within the 
exception to section 4, "any matter relating 
to agency management or personnel • • •." 
The Attorney General's Manual concludes 
that the exception applies to the internal 
management of the Government rather than 
merely to the affairs of one agency. Attor
ney General's Manual on the Administrative 
Procedure Act, 27 (1947). As noted by the 
Senate Judiciary Committee, the agencies are 
given a complete discretion "to decide what, 
if any, public rule making procedures they 
will adopt in a given (excepted] situation 
• • • ." Senate Document #248, supra, at 
199. 

Thus, section 4(d) of the APA appears to 
be inapplicable to agency regulations gov
erning the political activities of Federal em
ployees. For this reason and the lack of 
judicial review of agency decisions made un
der section 4{d) the plaintiffs' request for a 
declaratory judgment concerning the denial 
of plaintiffs' petition should be dismissed. 
2. Judicial review of Civil Service Commis

sion's regulations adopted pursuant to 
section 16 of the Hatch Act is not avail
able or appropriate 
Section 16 of the Hatch Act provides that 

the Civil Service Commission may allow Fed
eral employees to participate in local parti
san politics "to the extent the Commission 
deems to be in the domestic interest of such 
persons." 5 U.S.C. §118m. Since the Hatch 
Act does not provide for judicial review of 
any regulations adopted by the Civil Service 
Commission there is no basis for review. . 

Section 10 of the APA provides for judicial 
review of agency action "except so far 
as • • • agency action is by law committed 
to agency discretion." A reading of section 
16 of ·the Hatch Act indicates that Congress 
intended that the extent of the political 
activity to be engaged in by federal employees 
was committed to the discretion of ·the Civil 
Service Commi~ion. This interpretation of 
section 16 is strengthened by the fact that 
section 12 of the Hatch Act enacted at the 
same time does provide for judicial review 
of Commission actions taken under that sec
tion . .54 Stat. 767, 5 U.S.C. 3118(k) (c). Jn 
Stark v. Wickard, 321 U.S. 288 (1944), the 
Supreme Court in allowing judicial review 
of certain agency orders observed that "even 
where a complainant possesses a claim to 
executive action beneficial to · him, created 
by . federal statute, it does not necessarily 
follow that actions of administrative of
ficials, • • • are cognizable in appropriate 
federal courts of first instance • • •. To 
reach the dignity of a legal right in the 
strict sense, it must appear from the nature 
and character of the legislation that Con
gress intended to create a ·sta1;utory privilege 
protected by judicial remedies." Stark v. 
Wickard, supra, at 306. 

Section 9 of the Hatch Act bars any par
ticipation by f~deral employees in partisan 
politics. 5 U.S.C. 31181. Section 16 author
izes the Commission to alleviate the blanket 
prohibition on partisan politics in instances 
where and to the extent that the Commission 
deems appropriate. Since this is a matter 
"by law committed to agency discretion" it 
is expressly excluded from judicial review by 
the Administrative Procedure Act. 5 U.S.C. 
1009. See Arrow Transportation Co. v. South
ern Ry. Co., 372 U.S. 658 (1963) and Schilling 
v. Rogers, Attorney General, 363 U.S. 666, 677 
(1960), where the Court denied judicial re
view of matters committed to agency or ex
ecutive discretion. 
III. The individual plaintiffs are not entitled 

to injunctive relief because they have not 
ex1uLusted their administrative remedies 
and 1uLve an adequate remedy at law 
Civil Service Regulations provide two pro

cedures {or alleged violations of the Hatch 
Act. Violations by employees in the competi
tive service are investigated by the Commis
sion. Investigation may result in closing 

of the case or written charges to the employee 
which he may answer in writing. The case 
may then be closed or a hearing may be con
ducted. The Commission makes the final 
decision. (5 C.F.R. 733.601-733.606.) Viola
tions by employees in the excepted service 
are investigated by the agency which, on 
written charges and answer, makes the final 
decision. The employee may appeal to the 
Commission, which, after a hearing, makes 
the final decision on the appeal and notifies 
the agency. (5 C.F.R. 733.701-733.710.) 

Should the Civil Service Commission deter
mine that the individual plaintiffs had vio
lated the Hatch Act after according them the 
administrative procedures provided in 5 
C.F.R. 733.601, et seq., and 5 C.F.R. 733.701, 
they could file an action in this Court pur
suant to 28 U.S.C. 1361 and 1391 (e) against 
the individual Civil S~rvice Commissioners 
for reinstatement and against the United 
States (28 U.S.C. 1346(a)) for back pay where 
in the issues prematurely raised in this action 
could be litigated. Brown v. Macy, 222 F. 
Supp. 639 (E.D. La., 1963), aff'd 340 F. 2d 115 
(C.A. 5, 1965). Consequently, the individual 
plaintiffs have elaborate administrative rem
edies; have an adequate remedy at law; can
not make a showing of irreparable injury 
upon which to support their prayer for in
junctive relief; and pending exhaustion of 
administrative remedies, they are incapable 
of showing any injury whatsoever. Cf. May v. 
Glore, 132 F. Supp. 327 (E.D. N.Y., 1955). 
IV. The exemption from section 9 contained 

in the Civil Service Commission's regula
tions is valid in ever.y respect 

A. The Exemption Oomplies With the Re
quirements of Section 16 of the Hatch Act 

Plaintitfs contend that the exemption for 
Montgomery County set forth in 5 C.F.R. 
733.301 (Supp. 1964) violates section 16 of 
the Hatch Act (5 U.S.C. 118m) because, in 
their view, section 16 does not permit any 
distinction between partisan and nonparti
san political activity at the local level. They 
attempt to support this interpretation on 
three grounds: 1) that the Commission's 
regulations allegedly permit federal em
ployees "to interfere" with local elections; 
2) that the legislative history of section 16 
supports their interpretation; and 3) that 
when construed in the light of section 18 
of the Act (5 U.S.C. 118n), section 16 must 
be read to permit partisan political activity. 
In addition, they contend that the Commis
sion violated section 16 by failing to make 
findings allegedly required by the statute. 
None of these contentions has the slight
est support. 
1. The Commission's regulations do not au

thorize the kind of ~·interference" with 
elections prohibited by section 9 of the 
act 
Section 16 of the Act authorizes the Com

mission to grant exemptions, as it deems ap
propriate, from so much of section 9 as for
bids federal employees to engage in political 
management or political campaigns-i.e., 
from the prohibitions in the second sen
tence of section 9. No exemption authority 
is provided with respect to the first sentence 
of section 9, which declares (5 U.S.C. 118i): 

"It shall be unlawful, for any person em
ployed in the executive branch of the Fed
eral Government to use his· official authority 
or influence for the purpose of interfering 
with an election or affecting the result 
thereof." 

Nothing in the Commission's exemption 
permitting nonpartisan, local political activ
ity permits any employee--Democrat, Re
publican, or Independent--to "use his offi
cial authority or influence" in connection 
with participation in local politics. Plain
tiffs' argument (Brief, p. 8) that the regu
lations have this effect is a misreading of 
both the statute and the regulations. Their 
contention simply ignores the key words in 
the _first sentence which show that the un-
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lawful conduct referred to is the use of 
federal office for political purposes. This 
argument is as unsupported as it is in-

. accurate. 
2. The legislative history does not support 

plaintiffs' interpretation of section 16 
Section 16 of the Hatch Act was born in 

an amendment introduced from the floor of 
the Senate by Senator BYRD of Virginia after 
consultation with Senator Hatch, during the 
1940 debates on extension of the Act. Sen
ator Hatch stated, in support of the amend
ment: "Inasmuch as the amendment which 
the Senator now offers merely restores to the 
Civil Service Commission the power which 
it had and which it exercised before the 
passage of the [original] Act last year, I 

· thought it was wise to give general author
ity to meet local or domestic situations." 
(86 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 2977.) 

Senator Hatch was referring to authority 
which the Civil Service Commission had ex
ercised prior to the Hatch Act, to waive the 
provisions of Civil Service Rule I, which pro
hibited employees in the competitive civil 
service from participating in political man
agement or political campaigns. This prin
ciple had been established l;ly President 
Theodore Roosevelt in Executive Order No. 
642 of June 3, 1907 (exhibit B, p. 1, not 
printed in the RECORD), from which Civil 
Service Rule I was derived. By subsequent 
Executive Orders issued by Presidents Taft, 
Wilson, Coolidge and Hoover, the waiver was 
extended to various communities in Mary
land and Virginia near the National Capital. 
All such waivers, however, incorporated a 
prohibition against participation in general 
partisan politics (see Ex. Orders 1472, 1~30, 
4048, 5627 (exhibit B, pp. 3-7, not printed in 
the RECORD) ) . 

In Executive Order No. 4048 of July 12, 
1927, the President granted to the Civil Serv
ice Commission authority to extend the 
waiver to other incorporated municipalities, 
subject to the prohibition against partisan 
politics. 

When the Hatch Act was passed in 1939, 
however, these executive orders and the au
thority of the Commission were, in effect, 
overruled by the flat prohibition in the sec
ond sentence of section 9. As Senator Hatch 
indicated, the purpose of section 16 was to 
correct this situation and to restore to Fed
eral civil servants residing in the Capital 
area their pre-1939 privilege of participating 
in non-partisan local politics. Significantly, 
two amendments which would have per
mitted Federal employees to participate in 
local politics on a partisan basis were de· 
feated in the House at the time that the 
1940 additions to the act were under consid
eration. (86 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 9460. 
9462.) 

Immediately . after the passage of section 
16, the Commission adopted regulations im
plementing it. Those regulations incorpo
rated the principle which had prevailed be
fore the Hatch Act: Participation in local 
politics by Federal employees had to be non
partisan (Exhibit B, p. 10, not printed in the 
RECORD). This principle, restated in 1943 in 
the Commission's pamphlet on political ac
tivities (Exhibit B, p. 14, 18, not printed in 
the RECORD) , and never departed from, is 
now embodied in the regulations currently 
under attack. 

The correctness of the Commission's in-
, terpretation of the statute is thus supported 
by the purpose of section 16 to restore the 
pre-1939 practice, by the history of that 
practice, and by the Commission's uniform 
and unmodified application of the non-par
tisan ·requirement in all instances. Indeed, 
the Commission's contemporaneous con
struction of the statute, which has never 
been effectively modified by the Congress, is 
an independent ground for sustaining the 
Commission's interpretation, as embodied in 
its regulations. Udall v. Tallman, 380 U.S. 1, 
16; Power Reactor Co. v. Electricians, 367 U.S, 

396, 408; Norwegian Nitrogen Co. v. United 
States, 288 U.S. 294, 315. 

Plaintiffs attempt to support their view 
with certain remarks made by Senator BYRD 
during debate in a later Congress on H.R. 
1243, 81st Cong., 1st Sess., which would 
have permitted partisan political activity at 
the local level. The bill passed both houses 
but was vetoed by President Truman on the 
grounds, inter alia, that in states where 
local branches are required to support the 
state and national tickets, i.e., party plan 
states, the principles of the Hatch Act would 
be violated. 96 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 9604. 
Congress did not override the President's 
veto. 

This "legislative history" can hardly serve 
as evidence of the meaning of section 16. As 
the Supreme Court recently held in a sim
ilar situation involving a veto of an alleged 
"clarifying amendment," "the abortive ac
tion of the subsequent Congress would not 
supplant the contemporaneous intent of the 
Congress which enacted the * • • Act." 
Waterman S.S. Corp. v. United States, 381 
U.S. 252, 269 (citing Fogarty v. United States, 
340 U.S. 8, 14; United States v. Wise, 370 U.S. 
405, 411) . Obviously, "the views of a sub
sequent Congress form a hazardous basis 
for inferring the intent of an earlier one." 
United States v. Price, 361 U.S. 304, 313; 
United States v. Philadelphia Bank, 374 U.S. 
321, 348-349. 
3. Section 18 of the Hatch Act does not 

support plaintiffs' construction of sec
tion 16 

Plaintiffs attempt to show that section 16 
must reql,lire that exemptions authorize par
tisan politicking because, as they read it, 
section 18 is the exclusive exemption for 
nonpartisan activity (Brief. pp. 9-10). But 
the plain language of section 18 (set forth 
in the Appendix hereto) shows that it is lim
ited to situations in which none of the can
didates or issues are identified with national 
or state parties. Thus section 18, of itself, 
would not authorize any form of political 
activity by government workers in any local 
election in which national or state parties 
fielded candidates. That is why section 16 
was enacted: to give the Commission au
thority "to the extent the Commission deems 
it to be in the domestic interest of such per
sons" (5 U.S.C. 118m) to allow federal em
ployees to participate in such elections. 
There is nothing in the language of either 
section 16 or section 18 which manifests an 
intent to prohibit the Commission from con
tinuing the policy of non-partisanship by 
government workers which had been pur
sued without deviation since the days of. 
President Theodore Roosevelt. 
4. Section 16 does not require any formal 

findings or determination by the Civil 
Service Commission 
Neither section 16 nor any other provision 

of the Hatch Act requires that the Commis
sion make any formal findings in support of 
its determination that an exemption under 
section 16 is in the. domestic interest of gov
ernment workers in a particular community. 
The rule making provisions in section 4 of 
the Administrative Procedure Act ( 5 U.S.C. 
1003) do . not apply because Civil Service 
regulations are expressly excepted by that 
section as a matter relating to agency per
sonnel. Yet even under that Act, which is 
a codification of decisions on administrative 
procedure, there is no requirement that 
regulations be accompanied by findings un
less the substantive statute involved re
quires such findings. Section 8 (b) of the 
APA (5 U.S.C. 1007(b)), which sets forth a 
requirement for administrative findings, ap
plies only "where rules are required by a 
statute to be made on the record after oppor
tunity for any a-gency hearing." § 4(b) of 
APA, 5 U.S.C. 1003(b). There. is n.o such 
requirement in the Hatch Act or any other 
relevant statute. 

Plaintiffs correctly concede (Brief, p. 18) 
that there is no constitutional requirement 
that rules be accompanied by findings, citing 
Pacific States Box and Basket Co. v. White, 
296 U.S. 176, 185. Since their contention 
that the Commission should · have made 
findings lacks both statutory and constitu
tional support, their argument collapses. 

The cases cited by plaintiffs (Brief, p. 18) . 
to show that findings should have been 
made either involved quasi-judicial proceed
ings resulting in an order affecting private 
rights, as in Morgan v. United States, 298 
U.S. 498; or a proceeding required by statute 
to be conducted on a record which is sub
ject to the requirements of sections 7 and 8 
of the APA (5 U.S.C. 1006, 1007, as the Inter
state Commerce Act proceeding involved in 
Burlington Truck Lines v. United States, 371 
U.S. 156. Such cases are wholly inapposite 
here. 

The plain fact is that the Commission made 
the requisite determination on the basis of 
two petitions before it which sought an 
exemption-for Montgomery County. Its de
termination was aided by a ·careful memo
randum from its General Counsel which re
viewed the Commission's past practice and 
current regulations (Exhibit B, pp. 21-28). 
That plaintiffs prefer a different conclusion 
does not nullify the Commission's determi
nation. 
B. The Regulations Do Not Constitute An 

Unconstitutional Discrimination Against 
Plai_ntiffs 
In United Public Workers v. Mitchell, 

supra, 330 U.S. at p. 99, the Supreme Court 
held: "Congress and the President are re
sponsible for an efficient public service. If, 
in their judgment, efficiency may be best 
obtained by prohibiting active participation 
by classified employees in politics as party 
officers or workers, we see no constitutional 
objection. 

"Another Congress may determine that, 
on the whole, limitations on active political 
management by federal personnel are un
wise. The teaching of experience has evi
dently led Congress to enact the Hatch Act 
provisions. To declare that the present sup
posed evils of political activity are beyond 
the power of Congress to redress would leave 
the nation impotent to deal with what many 
sincere men believe is a material threat to 
the democratic system. Congress is not po
litically naive or regardless of public welfare 
or that of the employees. It leaves un
touched full participation by employees in 
political decisions at the ballot box and for
bids only the partisan activity of federal 
personnel deemed offensive to efficiency. 
With that limitation only, employees may 
make their contributions to public affairs or 
protect their own interests, as before the pas
sage of the Ac·t." 

Thus 'the Court upheld the validity of 
complete restrictions on any political par
ticipation by executive employees. There, as 
here, it was claimed that the political rights 
claimed were being infringed in violation of 
the First, Fifth, Ninth, and Tenth Amend
ments. But since, a.s the Supreme Court has 
made clear, a complete prohibition of active 
political participation does not violate these 
constitutional rights of federal employees, 
a partial relaxation of this rule which pre
serves the basic principle of nonpartisan
ship does not violate them. The immuniza
tion of executive employees from partisan 
politics is a rational requirement which is 
more than justified by the vital public inter
est in the integrity of the career cfvil serv-
ice. ' 

To recognize the reasonableness of the 
Commission's decision to permit only non
partisan local political activity, one need 
only consider the problems at which the 
Hatch Act w~ aimed and the realities of 
parties politics as currently practiced in the 
United States. Party politics are not con
ducted in separately sealed compartments 
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neatly labelled "local," "State," and "na
tional." Political organizations grow from 
the grassroots in the precincts to the great 
quadrennial nominating conventions. The 
integrated nature of party organization is 
most strikingly reflected right in the name of 
the plaintiff political association: the "Demo
cratic state Central Committee for Mont
gomery County, Md." Party workers are 
constantly exhorted and continuously 
tempted to join in putting over their party's 
ticket at every level of government. From 
t}!e candidates' teas before the primaries to 
the poll watchers' coffee, on election day, the 
poUtics of community, State and Nation are 
inextricably linked. Local politics are the 
ladder which our national leaders must 
climb. This is both a political and an eco
nomic necessity of the party system, as any 
American who has ever answered a political 
canvasser's knock at his door can testify. 
Were it otherwise plaintiffs would not be here, 
for they could easily organize an independent 
"Democratic" or "Republican" party whose 
interest stopped at the county line. 

It is the integrated aspect of party politics 
which poses the great danger and the great 
temptation to the integrity of the govern
ment worker. First, there is the possibility 
that the national political party controlling 
t he Federal Government-be it Democrat, 
Republican, Whig, or Federalist-might 
coerce Federal employees to work for that 
party and its local affiliates. Such things 
are not unlmown in American history. By 
barring any partisan political activity, the 
Commission protects the Federal employee 
from this possibility while providing his com
munity with a method by which he may par
ticipate in its affairs. 

Second, career civil servants must serve 
with equal devotion successive department 
heads with different views and political 
affiliations. If a federal employee cam
paigned, even at the local level, for one na
tional party, it could inhibit his best efforts 
for an administration controlled by another 
party, thus harming the efficiency of the ex
ecutive civil service. Such a danger is avoid
ed by & clean and clear restriction to local, 
nonpartisan activity, independent of any 
national and state affiliation. 

Third, the Civil Service as an institution 
could be completely demoralized by the 
spectre of politically-linked advancement
assignment or promotion directly or indirect
ly influenced by support of the department 
head's political party. But the Commission's 
retention of section 9's ban on partisan poli
tics reenforces the statute's prohibition of 
such conduct by making irt impossible for 
any employee to render such support. 

Thus the classification between partisan 
and non-partisan local politics rests on a 
completely rational basis-a basis i~ ·which 
the federal employee, the executive civil serv
ice and the nation at large have a vital stake. 

It may well be that there are valid com
peting interests represented by political 
groups such as plaintiffs', which would 
3ustify application of the Hatch Act on 
terms of all or nothing. But the needs of 
communities heavily populated by govern
ment workers also must be weighed, and 
into the balance must be thrown the values 
to the nation of a non-partisan career civil 
service. The balancing of these interests 
has been committed to the political 
branches of our government, and by them 
under section 16 of the Act, to the Commis
sion. The latter's decision in favor of a 
continued non-partisanship represents a 
reasonable classification. That is all that 
the constitution requires. Detroit Bank v. 
United States, 317 U.S. 329, 337-338 (1943); 
Sunshine Coal Co. v. Adkins, 310 U.S. 381, 
401 (1940); Currin v. Wallace, 306 U.S. 1, 
14 (1939); Steward Machine Co. v. Davis, 30'1 
u.s. 548, 584-585 (1937). 

C. Section 16 of the Hatch Act is Not 
Unconstitutional 

The arguments set forth above also dem
onstrate the CO!l.Stitutionality of section 16, 
under which the regulat ons under attack 
were issued. As the Supreme Court recently 
held in Communist Party v. Control Board, 
367 U.S. 1, 97 (1961): "Especially where Con
gress, in seeking to reconcile competing and 
urgently demanding values within our social 
institutions, legislates not to prohibit indi
viduals from organizing for the effectuation 
of ends found to be menacing to the very 
existence . of those institutions, but only to 
prescribe the conditions under which such 
organization is permitted, the legislative de
termination must be respected. United 
Public Workers v. Mitchell, 330 U.S. 75." 

These considerations, taken in the light of 
the decision in United Public Workers v. 
Mitchell, 330 U.S. 75, and the history, pur
pose and necessity for the Hatch Act, clearly 
demonstrate the constitutionality of section 
16. Every President since William Howard 
Taft has concluded that government em
ployees in the National Capital area should 
be permitted to participate in the politics 
of their local communities-but only on a 
non-partisan basis. Surely such an honored 
tradition is consistent with the Constitution. 
If the federal employee is to become a par
ticipant in partisan politics at any level, it 
is for Congress to make the decision.5 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons defendants' mo
tion to dismiss, or in the alternative, cross
mot ion for summary judgment should be 
granted. 

Respectfully submitted. 
JOHN W. DOUGLAS, 

Assistant Attorney General. 
THOMAS J. KENNEY, 

U.S. Attorney. 
HARLAND F. LEATHERS, 
WILLIAM P. ARNOLD, 
LESLIE A. NICHOLSON, 

Attorneys, Department of Justice. 

APPENDIX 

1. The Hatch Act, 53 Stat. 1148, as amended 
July 19, 1940, 54 stat. 767; 5 u.s.a. §§ 11Bi, 
118m, and 118n (1950) provides in pertinent 
part as follows: 

" § 1181. Executive employees; use of official 
authority political activity; penalties; reports 
to Congress: 

"(a) It shall be unlawful for any person 
employed in the executive branch of the 

5 Plaintiffs contend that several recent su
preme Court cases impair the validity of 
Mitchell's holding that the Hatch Act is a 
reasonable and constitutional limitation on 
the rights of federal employees. The first 
case cited by plaintiffs, Wood v. Georgia, 370 
U.S. 375 (1962) at page 14, n.10 of plaintiffs' 
brief, involved a state court conviction of an 
elected sheriff for alleged contempt of court. 
In reversing the conviction the Supreme 
Court expressly reaffirmed the validity of 
Mitchell as follows (370 U.S. at 395): 

"Petitioner was not a civil servant, but an 
elected official, and hence this case is not 
like United Public Workers v. Mitchell, 330 
U.S. 75, in which this Court held that Con
gress has the power to circumscribe the polit
ical activities of federal employees in the 
career public service." 

Plaintiffs cite two other cases where the 
Supreme Court reversed various state ac
tions; however, the grounds for reversal in 
both cases were that the state or local action 
bore no reasonable connection to the valid 
purposes for which the action was taken. 
Gibson v. Florida Legislative Investigation 
Committee, 372 U.S. 539 (1963); Bates v. 
Little Rock, 361 U.S. 516 (1960). That is not 
the case here. 

Federal Government, or any agency or de
partment thereof, to use his official authority 
or influence for the purpose of interfering 
with an election or affecting the result 
thereof. No officer or employee in the ex
ecutive branch of the Federal Government, or 
any agency· or department thereof, shall 
take any active part in political manage
ment or in political campaigns. * "-' * 

• 
"§ 118m. Political campaigns in localities 

where majority of voters are Government 
employees: 

"Whenever the U.S. Civil Service Commis
sion determines that, by reason of special 
or unusual circumstances which exist in any 
municipality or other political subdivision, 
in the immediate vicinity of the National 
Capital in the States of Maryland and Vir
ginia or in municipalities the majority of 
whose voters are employed by ~he Govern
ment of the United States, it is in the do
mestic interest of persons to whom the pro
visions of this subchapter are applicable, and 
who reside in such municipality or politi
cal subdivision, to permit such persons to 
take an active part in political management 
or in political campaigns involving such 
municipality or political subdivision, the 
Commission is authorized to promulgate 
regulations permitting such persons to take 
an active part in such political management 
and political campaigns to the extent the 
Commission deems to be in the domestic 
interest of such persons. 

* * * * * 
"§ 118n. Elections not specifically identi

fied with National or State issues or political 
parties: 

"Nothing in the second sentence of section 
118i (a) or in the second sentence of section 
118k(a) of this title shall be construed t o 
prevent or prohibit any person subject to 
the provisions of this Act from engaging in 
any political activity (1) in connection with 
any election and the preceding campaign if 
none of the candidates is to be nominated or 
elected at such election as representing a 
party any of whose candidates for presiden
tial elector received votes in the last preced
ing election at which presidential electors 
were selected, or (2) in connection with any 
question which is not specifically identified 
with any National or State political party. 
For the purposes of this section, questions 
relating to constitutional amendments, ref
erendums, approval of municipal ordinances, 
and others of a similar character, shall not 
be deemed to be specifically identified with 
any National or State political party." 

2. The Civil Service Commission Regula
tions, 5 C.F.R. § 733.301 (1964) provides in 
pertinent part as follows: 

"§ 733 .301 Grant of privilege to residents 
of certain localities. 

"(a) Under section 16 of the Act the Com
mission has excepted employee residents of 
certain municipalities and political subdivi
sions from the prohibitions of section 9 of 
the Act, subject to the following conditions: 

" ( 1) An employee shall not neglect his 
official duties or engage in nonlocal partisan 
political activities. 

"(2) An employee shall not run for local 
office as a candidate representing a political 
party or become involved in political man
agement in connection with the campaign 
of a party candidate for office. 

" ( 3) An employee who is a candidate for 
local elective office shall run as an independ
ent candidate. 

• • • 
" (b) The exceptions referred to in para

graph (a) of this section are effective for 
employee residents in each municipallty and 
political subdivision named in this paragraph 
from and after the date specified. 
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"In Maryland 

"Montgomery County (Apr. 30, 1964). 
(1965 Supp.)" 

This is the interpretation of the Jus
tice Department in support of the wis
dom of the Civil Service Commission in 
denying the request to permit Federal 
employee activities in partisan political 
elections. 

Mr. WHITENER. In that case, the 
Justice Department supported the Civil 
Service Commission. 

Mr. NELSEN. The gentleman is ex
actly correct. 
SUMMARY OF DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE BRIEF 

CONCERNING SUIT PENDING IN U.S. DISTRICT 
COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND (CIVIL 
ACTION NO. 16460) RELATING TO THE HATCH 

ACT 

FACTS 

The U.S. Civil Service Commission has 
granted to Montgomery County, Md. 
residents an exemption to section 16 of . 
the Hatch Act to engage in nonpartisan 
political activities or to become independ
ent or nonpartisan candidates for of
fice. The Civil Service Commission has 
uniformly, and without exception, re
stricted such exemptions to independent 
nonpartiasn activities of a purely local 
nature. The code of Federal regula
tions-5 C.F.R. 733.301(a) -provides in 
effect: First, that an employee shall not 
engage in local partisan political activi
t ies; second, that employees may not run 
as a candidate for a political party or 
become involved in political management 
in connection with the campaign of a 
party candidate; third, that an employee 
who is a candidate for local elective of
fice shall run as an independent. 

Early in 1964 parties in Montgomery 
County filed requests with the Civil Serv
ice Commission for an exemption for 
Federal employees residing in that 
county to participate in local partisan 
elections and become partisan can
didates. The Commission denied the 
requests. 

In March 1965 parties petitioned the 
Civil Service Commission to hold a 
further hearing to review the denied re
quests. The Commission denied this re
quest. In April 1965 the parties filed a 
petition for reconsideration which peti
tion was denied by the Commission. 
Thereafter the parties filed suit in the 
U.S. District Court for the District of 
Maryland attacking the action of the 
Civil Service Commission and the consti
tutionality of the prohibition against en
ga~ing in partisan politics. 

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

Section 16 of the Hatch Act was born 
in an amendment introduced from the 
floor of the Senate by Senator BYRD of 
Virginia, after consultation with Senator 
Hatch, during the 1940 debates on exten
sion of the act. Senator Hatch stated, 
in support of the amendment: 

Inasmuch as the amendment which the 
Senator now offers merely restores to the 
Civil Service Commission the power which 
it had and which it exercised before the 
passage of the (original) act last year, I 
thought it was wise to give general authority 
to meet local or domestic situation (86 
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Senator Hatch was referring to au
thority which the Civil Service Commis
sion had exercised prior to the Hatch 
Act, to waive the provisions of Civil Serv
ice rule I, wnich prohibited employees in 
the competitive civil service from par
ticipating in political management of po
litical campaigns. This principle had 
been established by President Theodore 
~oosevelt, in Executive Order No. 642, of 
June 3, 1907, from which Civil Service 
rule I was derived. By subsequent Ex
ecutive orders issued by Presidents Taft, 
Wilson, Coolidge, and Hoover, the waiver 
was extended to various communities in 
Maryland and Virginia near the National 
Capital. All such waivers, however, in
corporated a prohibition against partici .. 
pation in general partisan politics. 

In Executive Order 4048 of July 12, 
1927, the President granted to the Civil 
Service Commission authority to extend 
the waiver to other incorporated munici
palities, subject to the prohibition against 
partisan politics. 

In the 81st Congress an amendment 
was introduced to the Hatch Act which 
would have permitted partisan political 
activity at the local level. The bill was 
vetoed by President Truman. President 
Trwnan, in his veto message, observed 
that in States where local branches of 
political parties are required to support 
State and National tickets, the principles 
of the Hatch Act would be violated. The 
historic application of the principle of 
Federal employees in participating in 
partisan political campaigns has not been 
changed by the Commission · nor by the 
Congress to this date. 

JUSTICE DEPARTMENT DEFENSE OF THE 

HATCH ACT 

The brief filed by the Justice Depart
ment in defense of the action of the Civil 
Service Commission in denying local par
tisan participation by Federal employees 
clearly supports the position of those op
posing the provision in the home rule bill 
which would exempt, for the first time, 
Federal employees from the provisions of 
the Hatch Act so as to permit partisan 
participation in elections. 

In the. brief at the bottom of page 25, 
the Justice Department states that the 
Supreme Court has held that complete 
prohibition of political participation does 
not violate employees' rights and, there
fore, there is no question as to the right 
of the Commission, under the Hatch Act, 
to limit its exemptions to nonpartisan 
activity. "The immunization of execu
tive employees from partisan politics is a 
rational requirement which is more than 
justified by the vital public interest in 
the integrity of the career civil service." 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has again 
expired. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman 3 additional minutes. 

Mr. NELSEN. Ladies and gentleman 
of the Committee, I have had some ex
perience with respect to what happens in 
Government. I was the Administrator of 
the Rural Electrification Administration 
from 1953 to H)-56. I have never known 
a more dedicated group of people or a 
finer agency, and not one of those people 

was ever approached by me for political 
contributions. 

Since that time a change has come. 
'~ven under the law, which is supposed to 
·make the career civil service sacrosanct 
from solicitation, pocket picking, and 
arm twisting for campaign funds is rife 
throughout the Government. The sit-

, uation is incredibly serious. Intimida
tion is rife and morale is very low. 

I have been called off of this floor, 
back to the retiring room, back among 
the statutes, to be told by my old em
ployees of the incredible problems which 
exist at the present time. Employees of 
the agency which I headed have been 
called up to the Administrator's level, 
and funds have been boldly solicited for 
dinner tickets, at $100 a piece, $50 down 
and $10 a month. Many of those people 
bought t ickets, because they were fear 
ful of losing their jobs if they did not. 

These things have been reported. 
They have been investigated and sub
stantiated by the FBI, by the Justice 
Department, and by the Civil Service 
Commission, and nothing has been done. 
Prosecutions have not been undertaken. 

Are we in this Congress going to sit 
here and, under the guise of home rule, 
pass a bill which will put the stamp of 
congressional approval on more of the 
same? If we do that we will not be 
passing a bill for home rule. We will 
only be passing a bill to give the poli
ticians the pocketbooks of the Federal 
employees. 

All we will be doing is opening the door 
for the destruction of a civil service sys
tem which we all understand must be 
maintained if the integrity of the Fed
eral Service is to continue. 

I feel this would be a tragic thing. I 
have appealed time after time to the 
authorities to properly and forcefully 
insure the appiication of the Hatch Act. 
We must not permit activities in partisan 
elections, as this bill would do. 

I can only suspect that the proponents 
of this bill see a golden harvest from the 
pockets of the Federal employees. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. i rise to commend the · 
gentleman for the great work he has 
done and the perseverance he has evi
denced in this field . . He is doing a great 
service for all Federal employees. 

I should like to focus attention on an
other closely related aspect of this. An 
article appeared in the Saturday Wash
ington Star, written by Walter Pincus, 
who I believe is a competent and reliable 
reporter, who points out that unQ.er these 
bills apparently there is no prohibition 
against corporations or labor unions 
making contributions to candidates run
ning for office in the elections. Can the 
gentleman tell me whether or not that 
statement is correct as he understands 
the bill? 

Mr. NELSEN. As the gentleman says, 
I regard the reporter who wrote the arti
cle to be a ·very reliable reporter who re
searches the statements he makes. I 
have found him to be accurate in all in
stances. 
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At this point in the RECORD, I will in
clude the article to which the gentleman 
alludes: 

MONEY AND POLITICs-HOME RULE BILL 

LOOPHOLE 

(By Walter Pincus) 
The District of Columbia home rUle bill

as now written--contains no provisions to 
govern campaign financing of the elections 
for mayor, city council, and board of edu
cation set up by the measure. 

Without specific legislative language to 
cover the new elective situations, District 
election officials believe these candidates 
may not be legally bound by any District 
campaign fund statutes now on the books. 

If that is the case, District mayorality 
candidates in 1966, for example, would not 
have to publicly report their contributions 
and expenditures, could receive unlimited 
funds from any sources-including ·corpora
tions and unions-and could spend any 
amount on the campaign they could afford. 

. Even if the District statute were appli
cable, information filed would be useless for 
the 1966 voter since the reports are not re
quired until 10 days after the election. 

COULD BE COSTLY 

In a sharply contested election with the 
District of Columbia City Hall at stake, cam
paigns could become costly and their financ
ing could be an important issue. 

Last year's Democratic primary provided 
an insight into what may be ahead. Prior 
to that election, there were allegations made 
that the Convention Democrats' slate was 
being financed by the late Frank Luchs 
of the real estate firm of Shannon & Luchs. 
Convention Democrats' officials--and Luchs-
denied the allegations. 
• It was only after the election, when the re
ports showing a $12,000 deficit were filed, 
that the extent of Luchs' role became ap
parent. Some bills are still outstanding. 

The 1964 primary campaign reports show 
another potential District of Columbia elec
tion financing problem. Two Democratic 
States received money from District business 
firms-particularly liquor stores. For ex
ample, according to the filed :.:eports the Con
vention Democrats received $100 from 
Sheriff Liquors, Inc. , and the Dedmon-Gerr 
slate got $25 from Epstein Liquors and $25 
from Kojak Liquors. 

The International Electrical Workers Union 
was listed as giving $150 to the winning 
United Democrats for the Johnson slate while 
the Dedmon group reported $50 from the 
Journeyman Barber Union. 

Federal election laws prohibit unions and 
corporations from contributing to Federal 
elections--prohibitions that would apply to 
the District delegate candidates. But under 
present and proposed District law, such 
contributions would be legal in the District 
of Columbia mayor's race for example. 

. ISSUE NEVER RAISED 

Apparently the question of campaign fi
nance regulations for the home rule bill has 
never been brought up during Capitol Hill 
consideration of the measure . 

The Board of Elections, which was estab
lished by the District Primary Act, has not 
discussed the matter either. 

"You would think the Nation's Capital 
would be a model for this sort of thing," a 
District of Columbia official said yesterday. 

The CHAIRMAN. The -time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I might 
point out the parade of bills that has 
been mtroduced relative to home rule. 
I doubt very much that many of us know 
what is exactly in them. I might add 
also that I have an amendment prepared 

for the bill tha.t hopefully will take care 
of the point the gentleman from Michi
gan alluded to. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I will say if the 
gentleman's amendment does not cover 
it, then I have an amendment which 
will. 

Mr. NELSEN. Thank you. 
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

5 minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. NIX]. 

Mr. NIX. Mr. Chairman, home rule 
for the District of Columbia raises the 
problem of the Hatch Act. This act pro
hibits Federal employees in the executive 
branch from taking an active part in 
political affairs. 

Federal employees constitute from 10 
to 15 percent of the District's population 
and about 20 percent of District residents 
who are 18 or over. The number of 
Federal employees in relation to eligibie 
electors is possibly as high as 35 per
cent. 

To foreclose these people from partici
pation in the political affairs of the Dis
trict is to deny the District the benefit 
of the wisdom and experience of, prob
ably, its most sophisticated political ele
ment. This just does not make any 
sense. 

The home rule bill before us recog
nizes the problem by permitting Federal 
employees to engage in political activity 
in connection with elections for District 
Mayor and District Council. Stated 
simply this home rule bill permits Fed
eral employees living in the District to 
engage in political activity in connection 
with elections for local officials held un
der the bill. 

Let there be no mistake-these em
ployees still continue under the restraint 
of the Hatch Act in connection with elec
tions for President, Vice President, and 
Delegate to Congress for membership in 
the Democratic or Republican Party, 
District central committees, and for dele
gates to the convention of these parties. 
Since election to these offices is not held 
under the home rule bill, it comes with
in the restraint of the Hatch Act. 

Under the home rule bill, members of 
the Board of Education are required to 
be nonpartisan. Elections for this office 
are exempt from the Hatch Act which 
by its terms excludes nonpartisan elec
tions. That act exempts election of 
candidates who do not represent a party 
whose presidential elector candidates re
ceived votes in, the last preceding elec-
tion for presidential electors. · 

Referendums on the adoption of the 
home rule bill or on bond issues under the 
bill are exempt. This is true also under 
section 18 of the Hatch Act, which ex
cepts constitutional amendments, ref
erendums and approval of municipal or
dinances. 

Federal employees continue under 
Hatch Act restraint to refrain from us
ing their official authority to interfere 
with an election or to effect its result. 
They also continue to be subject to the 
penalties of the Criminal Code with ref-

· erence to such political activity as solici
tation of political contributions in 
Federal buildings or from any person 
receiving funds appropriated by the Con
gress for relief or for solicitation of any-

thing of value for personal reward or as 
a political contribution in return for the 
promise to use influence to secure an 
appointive office-to mention but a few. 

Distlict government employees also 
are prohibited from using their author
ity to interfere with an election or to ef
fect its results and also are subject to 
all the penalties of the criminal code in 
respect to prohibited political activity. 

Why is it necessary to exempt elec
tions held under the home rule bill from 
the Hatch Act? Section 16 of the Hatch 
Act confers authority on the Civil Serv
ice Commission to allow Federal employ
ees to engage in political activity when 
it is ·in the domestic interest of such 
employees or under certain unusual cir
cumstances. It may and does allow them 
to engage in such activity in the immedi
ate vicinity of the National Capital, in 
Maryland, Virginia, or in municipalities 
where the majority of the voters are Fed
eral employees. The Commission is also 
authorized to regulate the extent to 
which Federal employees may take part 
in such political activity. 

The Commission has extended these 
privileges to 40 communities in the 
Maryland suburbs of Washington and to 
9 communities in the Virginia suburbs. 
Similar privileges have been extended to 
nine other cities in Washington, Cali
fornia, Georgia, Arizona, and Tennessee. 
It has, however, prescribed limits on the 
use of this privilege. 

For example, a Federal employee may 
run as an independent candidate where 
permitted by State law even though he is 
the candidate of a permanent political 
organization and he may do so in parti
san elections where the Republicans and 
Democrats likewise file a slate of candi
dates. The candidate is independent so 
long as no name like Democratic or Re
publican is attached to his group and 
it is not connected with a State or Na
tional party. Such group as Arling
tonian's for a Better County-ABC's-
is an example of this. 

In any event, present law operating 
under the exception to the Hatch Act 
and through the Commission recognizes 
the need for an escape under certain cir
cumstances from the fiat prohibition of 
the Hatch Act. It should be remembered. 
that this escape mechanism was enacted 
a quarter of a century ago when possible 
home rule for the District was not taken 
into account. The Congress then failed 
to give the Commission the authority to 
extend the same relief to Federal em
ployees residing in the District that i-t 
authorized for them in nearby Maryland 
and Virginia. 

To meet this problem, section 810 (c) 
was written into the home rule bill. It 
extends the same privileges of political 
activity to the District which are extend
ed to Maryland and Virginia suburbs un
der section 16 of the Hatch Act. 

It differs from section 16 in two ways. 
First, Congress rather than the Commis
sion, makes the decision to extend the 
privilege of political activity. Second, it 
does not limit political activity to cam
paigns for independent candidates. This 
second difference is not really .a differ
ence. For section 16 of the Hatch Act 
does not by its terms apply only to in-
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dependent and nonpartisan candidates. Mr. Chairman, when 'one studies the 
The limitation in that respect is imposed proposals that are submitted here-and 
by Commission regulation. I studied them and I arrived at the con-

In any event the home rule bill allows elusion that to enfranchise the people 
political participation in partisan Dis- of this District for the right to govern 
trict elections and even provides for themselves, we would disenfranchise all 
minority representation on the District of the balance of the people of the 
Council. In this respect the home rule United States as this relates to the 
bill applies the section 16 principle to money in the Treasury of the United 
Federal employees in the District. States. 

Once before when Congress was con- Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
fronted with a similar problem, it made the gentleman yield? 
the same determination that is made by Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Let me 
the home rule bill. In that instance, the . finish and then I shall be glad to yield 
Congress wrote into the Hatch Act an ex- to the gentleman from New York. . 
emption in favor of Alaska railroad em- If one will examine the original bill 
ployees residing in communities along the that was in the discharge petition; H.R. 
line of the raliroad in respect to political 4644, one will find that under the 
activity. A similar exemption is con- procedure provided for in this formula, 
tained in the home rule bill in favor of and once the General Services Admin
Federal employees residing in the Dis- istration and the mayor and city coun
trict. cil that is being created have arrived at 

The problem of political activity by the amount ·of money they wanted, all 
Federal employees in the District repre- they had to do was to go down here to 
sents the unusual circumstances contem- the Treasury of the United States and 
plated in the Hatch Act to warrant ex- the Treasury was obligated to pay it. 
emption from its restraint. Under these Now, Mr. Chairman, that disen
circumstances, it would appear to be per- franchised the rest of the people of this 
fectly reasonable to allow Federal em- country. 
ployees residing in the District to par- When the other body considered S. 
ticipate in political activity in connection 1118, they made certain amendments 
with elections held under the District that improved the proposal. They re
home rule bill. quired the mayor and the admin-

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair- istrator to make a reasonable and fair 
man will the gentleman yield? assessment. This is the only control be-

Mr. NIX. I yield, briefly. fore the mayor would go to the Treas-
Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. I should like ury of the U~ted States to get the money 

to ask a question. The gentleman made for the Dis~nct. . 
the point that the school board was go- Mr. Cha1r~~n, t~ere Is no telling 
ing to be elected on a nonpartisan basis. ~der the or1gmal bill, H.R. 4644, wh.at 
Why would it not be a good idea to have amount of money they would have avail
the local elective body for the city of able and that could be pulled out of the 
Washington itself . elected on a non- Treasury of the United St~tes. 
partisan basis? Fo~ that re~on, Mr. Ch~Irman, I did 

Mr. NIX. I answer the gentleman in not sign the discha~ge petition. 
this way. It might be a good idea; many Now, when the bi~l was ap!>roved in 
other suggestions might be good ideas. the other body, they rmproved It to some 
But this, I take it, has been deemed to be extent. ~ey at lea~t .said that the Gen
the best idea by those who formulated eral Sery'Ices Admimstration and the 
this legislation. mayor sl:iould have a ·reasonable and fair 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I valuation upon the property that they 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from propo~ed to assess. But now what hap-
Colorado [Mr. RoGERS] pens m the · so-called substitute, H.R. 

· 11218? You have the same formula and 
M;. ROGERS of Colorado. ~r. by the words and the conditions set 

Cha~an, there has b~en a lot of dis- forth in part IV you authorize-now, 
cussion on home rule smce I have been Congress, mind you, has passed to and 
a Mem~r of Con?~ess. Her~tofore . I given authority to the General Services 
have t~en the positiOn-and It is still Administration and the mayor the right 
my POSltion--;-that the people of the Dis- to make a determination. Once having 
trict are entltl~ ~ .gove:n themselves. made that determination and certifying 
Ho!iever, t?at Is lmuted m the Consti- i·t to Congress, that constitutes legisla
tutlOn which sa;ys .th~t ~e Congress tion authorizing an appropriation for 
shall.have exclusive JUnsdictlOn over the the amount to which they agree. 
10-mile are~ t~~t was ceded by Mary- Mr. Chairman, how much authority 
land and V1rgrma to the Federal G~v- must we give if people are to have home 
~fn!Il~nt: That gave Congress excl';LSIVe rule in the District of Columbia? 
JurlSdicti?n and, whether we like 1t or Now let us go one step further. I 
not •. we m Congress are stuck y.:it~ it mentioned the formula and they have at 
until the people cJ:;ange the Constitution. least four different parts which the gen
u. one studies thlS a little further, one tleman from Virginia [Mr. SMITH] has 
Wlll find that any action that has ever explained. 
been taken by Congress in this regard The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
has been a delegation of authority from gentleman from Colorado has expired. 
Congress, and that delegation of author- Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
ity has e~isted in various forms through- yield the gentleman 5 additional minutes. 
out the history of this Nation. The formula is to real estate, one is 

Now, Mr. Chairman, in effect, what we to personal property, and the other is the 
would do in any delegation of authority fraction arrived at by the number of 
is to give a revocable proxy. Government employees employed in the 

District of Columbia as compared with 
private employees. That is the formula 
that is used to arrive at the assessed 
valuation. · 

So what happens, and how is it used? 
We give to the city council and the mayor 
the right to prepare a budget; we also 
give to them the right to issue bonds 
without any election from the people of 
the District of Columbia up to 2 percent 
of the valuation. Can anybody tell me 
how much they are authorized to issue 
under that 2-percent valuation? 

The other part of the legislation which 
is obnoxious and not according to regular 
form is that once the budget has been 
determined, and the- amount of money 
needed for the District determined, if the 
city council so determines they may with
out any action whatsoever increase that 
at least 5 percent. You have a proposed 
budget of approximately $331 million 
for the fiscal year 1966. If you take 5 
percent of that then you permit the city 
council to issue short-term notes to the 
tune of $15 million without any reference 
to the people whatsoever. 

The additional point I want to make 
is that nobody can tell you under this 
formula what they are going to come up 
with as to valuation. How can you say 
what is 2 percent of the assessed valua
tion, and how can you say what is 5 per
cent of the amount of the budget which 
they may have prepared? Those ar~ 
authorities given to the council which 
could very easily within a short period of 
time permit the council to issue short
term notes and bonds and I would an
ticipate of not less than $50 million. 

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina Mr 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I yield to 
the gentleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. The 
gentleman is a very distinguished con
stitutional lawyer. Does the gentleman 
think under our constitutional responsi
bilities we can delegate these things to 
a self-government, and do so constitu
tionally? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. We have 
an opinion on that. 

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. I am 
coming to that. The gentleman has said 
we accept this responsibility whether we 
like it or not. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Yes. 
Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Does 

the gentleman think we can delegate that 
responsibility? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. We can 
delegate a certain amount of it, but 
whatever we delegate we should not dele
gate it so as to knock a hole in the Treas
ury of the United States and receive the 
money without Congress acting. 

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. An 
unconstitutional responsibility, and in 
violation of the responsibility we owe to 
the rest of the people of America by way 
of referendums. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Yes. 
Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Does 

the gentleman agree with the decision of 
the Attorney General of the United 
States on the constitutionality of this 
·matter? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I will have 
to say I have not had an opportunity to 
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fully examine it. I agree that we as a 
Congress have the authority to make cer
tain delegations. In other words, we 
have a right to give a proxy, a revocable 
proxy. 

Mr. RIVERS of South Caro ina. You 
cannot revoke it and therefore, you can
not, from what you know about the de
cision of this Attorney General at this 
p,oint, agree with him; can you? 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yie~d? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I yield to 
the gentlewoman from New York. 

Mrs. KELLY. I want to take this op
portunity to associate myself with the 
remarks of the gen.tleman from Colorado 
and would like to ask him a question that 
I think is quite 'pertinent in view of the 
discussion that has taken place here. Is 
it possible that this formula, since so 
many have disagreed with it, be stricken 
from the bill and that the elected officials 
be given the authority to submit a budg
etary estimate of the needs for running 
the District of Columbia and to submit 
that report to the proper committee of 
the House of Representatives for an au
thorization and an appropriation. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The an
swer to the gentlewoman's question is
Yes, we could. I think if people are 
really interested in home rule rather 
than taking money from the Treasury 
of the United States, they will agree to 
strike titles VI and VII from this bill. 

Mrs. KELLY. In further reference to 
a statement made by a Member of the 
House who spoke previously, do you 
agree with me that the question before 
the House today is not one of not trust
ing the elected officials but a question of 
making sure that those officials who are 
elected have the proper formula and the 
proper means to operate the government 
of the District of Columbia? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The ques
tion is how to grant the people in the 
District of Columbia legislation to govern 
themselves. We should not approve a 
formula that permits any government to 
take money from the Treasury without 
an act of Congress. 

Mrs. KELLY. Is it not true then that 
the answer given by one of the authors 
or sponsors of this bill in reply to the 
question raised by the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. GERALD R. FORD] in re
gard to the language of the bill to be 
found on page 58, lines 20 to 24-the 
answer given by the committee and by 
the authors of the bill is correct, and it 
is not contradictory to the previous re
marks made with reference to title VII 
of the bill on page 55 so far as real 
property is concerned and on the fol
lowing page so far as personal property 
is concerned. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. May I say, 
it may be contradictory but we should 
not give authority to the District author
izing appropriation. Congress alone 
should grant that right. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. MULTER. Did I understand the 
gentleman to say when the other body 
passed the bill, S. 1118, they had amend-

ed it so as to satisfy the gentlem;:tn as to 
the formula'il · 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. No. I said 
they had improved it because y·ou see in 
your original bill, H.R. 4644, you made no 
requirement as to what is to be consid
ered reasonable or fair. The other body 
at least said that the evaluation should 
be reasonable and fair. . 

Mr. MULTER. Does that satisfy you? 
Mr. ROGERS of' Colorado. No, it does 

not and because of this simple reason
! do not believe that the formula you 
have developed here should be saddled 
on the people by an authorization for an· 
appropriation without the permission of 
Congress. I will say to the gentleman 
again, if those who are interested in 
home rule rather than in getting money 
out of the Treasury of the United States, 
then you just strike these two sections 
out and see how fast it is approved. 

Mr. MULTER. Then does the gentle
man agree with the principle that this 
Congress has laid down time and time 
again that the District of Columbia can
not survive unless the Treasury of the 
United States makes appropriations out 
of the Treasury funds to the District of 
Columbia so as to help maintain the Dis
trict? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I have no 
quarrel with the proposition that the· 
Congress of the United States should be 
the one to make the determination, 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 additional minute to the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

The principle has been laid down time 
after time-this year to the extent of 
$50 million-that the U.S. Treasury must 
supplement the income of the Distr ict 
government if it is to finance itself. 
That is the principle that has been laid 
down time and time again. Does the 
gentleman subscribe to that principle? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. From time 
to time, by the working of our will in the 
Congress, we have made the determina
tion of what we would appropriate to 
the District of Columbia to help them 
out. 

Incidentally, that assistance is not ex
tended to my area. If it were, I am sure 
that the council and the mayor would 
soon find that the valuation of the Den
ver Mint, the Federal Reserve Building, 
the Post Office, the two big office build
ings, the Air Force Finance Center, and 
Lowry Air Force Base would certainly 
be in excess of $100 million, and if the 
67 mill rate were applied to that evalua
tion, the gentleman would see how much 
Denver would get. 

Mr. MULTER. Have the people in 
the gentleman's district complained 
about the $50 million that we have au
thorized and appropriated for the Dis
trict of Columbia this year out of the 
U.S. Treasury, which would be the funds 
of the taxpayers in your district as well 
as the funds of the taxpayers of New 
York? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. In 1953, 
I tried to get about $8,000 or $9,000 in 
connection with a road which the city 
and county of Denver built around 
Lowry Air Force Base. The Air Force 

said, "We cannot pay it because we have 
no authority to do so." So I introduced 
a little old bill, and being on the Judi
ciary Committee, and talking long, loud, 
and fast, before the session was over, I 
was able to get it through. 

President Eisenhower went to Denver 
and had his summer headquarters at 
Lowry Air Force Base. While there he 
vetoed the bill that would pay the Gov
ernment part of improving its street. 
The reason given was that no city should 
assess the Federal Government. 

Mr. MULTER. That is completely 
beside the point. The taxpayers of the 
United States are paying the District 
this money every year. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I must 
disagree with the gentleman. It does 
not beg the question. After all, I have 
one point of view; you have another. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman from New York 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Colorado so · I might ask h im a question 
on a comment which he made during 
his discussion? 

Mr. MULTER. I am happy to do so. 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. In the com

ment made by the gentleman from Colo
rado, he mentioned a 2-percent, short
term bonding provision. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Yes. 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Would that 

2 percent be 2 percent per year cumu
lative? What is the restriction, if any? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I direct 
attention to page 36, line 12, of the bill. 
First, there is the formula in section 741 
of the bill. That section brings in this 
formula. Already they have it up to in 
excess of $1 billion. 

On page 33, line 14, the following pro
vision appears : 

Bonds or other evidences of indebtedness 
may be issued by the District pursuant to 
an act of the Council from time to time in 
amounts in the aggregate at any time ou t
standing not exceeding 2 per centum of said 
assessed value-

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I read that 
provision. That is 2 percent aggregate, 
not 2 percent per year. 

Mr. ROOERS of Colorado. No. If I 
said 2 percent a year, then I was in error. 
The gentleman misunderstood me. 
What I meant in relation to the short
term provision is clarified on . page 43. 
The gentleman will find that the council 
may by act authorize the issuance of ne
gotiable notes in an amount not to 
exceed 5 percent of the total appropria
tion for the current fiscal year, each 
of which shall be designated supple
mental. 

That can be done every year. If there 
is a budget of $400 million, which they 
anticipate at least by 1970, that will mean 
$20 million. Once we permit these 
things to be issued, you know who is go
ing to pick up the check. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. UDALL]. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
been a little puzzled by the debate today. 
I cannot quite understand the opponents 
of home rule. I have heard all of them, 
since I have been in this body, make· 
speeches telling us that the Federal 
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Government was bad and evil, and that 
State and local governments were good, 
and that the best government was the 
government closest to the people, and 
that we must avoid at all . times-I re
member these speeches-Federal inter
ference with local schools, with local 
zoning, and with local problems. 

On nearly every bill that comes before 
·us we are told how bad Federal inter
ference is. 

Apparently these principles apply in 
North Carolina, and South Carolina, and 
apply in Virginia, but they do not apply 
in the District of Columbia, because here 
Federal interference is very good, Fed
eral control is very good, and we must 
have it at all times; and local commu-

. nity control is not good for zoning, dog 
leashes, and whether one stands up or 
sits down to drink his beer. That is all 
very bad. · 

I remember the remarks of the minor
ity leader. I did not want to ignore him 
in this little oration. I remember when 
we tried to enlarge the Rules Committee, 
when we wanted the 21-day rule, we 
were told that we did not need these 
things, that we had democracy, that any 
time 218 Members wanted to bring up a 
bill they could sign a discharge petition. 
Because we had this "out" we were told 
we did not need to do anything about 
the Rules Committee. 

Now we are told here today that the 
minority leader cannot possibly vote 
even to have debate on home rule be
cause this is an irregular and unusual 
procedure, and this bill ought to come 
out through the regular processes of the 
District Committee. · 

So I was puzzled by those two things. 
Then I was puzzled today when the 

gentleman from North Carolina, the 
very able advocate and my good friend, 
said we should not be legislating in haste 
here. 

Let me tell you about the haste we 
have had. We have had so much haste 
on home rule that while the other body 
has passed a bill of this kind I believe 
eight times now in the past 15 years this 
is the first debate we have ever had on 
home rule in the House of Representa
tives in modern times. 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will . 
the gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. WHITENER. I am sure the gen
tleman is speaking in all intentional 
honesty, but .the fact happens to be that 
in 1948 this House debated this issue for 
3 days. 

Mr. UDALL. I withdraw my charge. 
I say it has been 17 years. We have de
bated this matter one time in 17 years. 
The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield again? 

Mr. UDALL. Briefly. I had a couple 
of other friendly observations I wanted 
to make. 

Mr. WHITENER. The gentleman has 
made some reference to not understand
ing what is going on. I am sure the gen
tleman is being entirely too modest, be
cause he is a man of great understand
ing. I am sure also, distinguished lawYer 
that he is, that he is familiar with the 

Constitution. · Certainly he would not 
recommend that any local community ·be 
given authority to establish post offices 
or to declare war or to raise and support 
armies or to provide and maintain a 
navy, yet the very section of the Consti
tution which puts that responsibility 
upon the Congress in its opening state
ment says that Congress shall have the 
power to do· these certain acts and 
among those acts its says "to exercise 
exclusive legislation in all cases whatso
ever, over such District." 

Mr. UDALL. The gentleman is using 
up my time, He knows · I do not ad
vocate letting the District of Columbia 
City Council declare war or establish 
post offices or anything of that sort, and 
these bills do not do anything of · that 
sort. 

Mr. WHITENER. Will the gentle
man permit me to say this--

Mr. UDALL. The gentleman has used 
almost all of my tjme. 

Mr. WHITENER. I think I can pre
vail on the gentleman from South Caro
lina to yield you some more time, be
cause I think you are helping our cause. 

Mr. UDALL. That was not my inten
tion, I assure you. 

Mr. WHITENER. As I flaid earlier, 
the gentleman is a man of good inten
t ions, but .the substitute places on this 
Congress a direct responsibility which 
the gentleman now advocates we aban
don, because he says we shall exercise 
exclusive jurisdiction over the District 
of Columbia: 
. Mr. UDALL. No, not at all. Your 

committee does not los'e one bit of power 
nor does the Congress. All we say to the 
local people in this bill is, "friends, you 
get the first shot to legislate on dog 
.leashes and on schools and do your own 
local zoning and do what every other. 
community does in your State and in 
mine. If we do not like it, here in 
Congress any Monday afternoon we can 
repeal., revise, or otherwise take care of 
it." 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Arizona has expired. 

bill the gentleman from New York is 
going to offer as a substitute. 

Mr. SISK. I have been curious to find 
out just what is in that bill. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I decline 
to yield further, because I am running 
out of time. I would like to continue 
the discussion. Let me continue with 
one other point here. I think there has 
been a really serious misunderstanding. 
A lot of my friends who are sincere say 
they cannot be for this bill because Wash
ington is a Federal city and belongs to 
all of the people of the United States 
and we will give that away in these bills. 
They are partly right. There are por
tions that do belong to all of the people 
and I do not want some city council tell
ing us what goes on in the White House 
or what goes on in the Capitol, but the 
point I make is you can separate the 
parts of Washington as a city which 
have a national interest and the parts 
of Washington which do not have a na
tional interest. Congress does have an 
overriding concern with what goes on 
in the Capitol and these great Federal 
buildings, but the voters in Tombstone, 
Ariz., have no real concern about zoning 
at 49th and Upshur Street or dog leashes 
or liquor laws and other things that I 
have referred to. This bill very care
fully lets the people of the District leg
islate on things that are local and re
serves to the Congress and the Presi
dent the right to legislate on things that 
h.ave a national interest. · 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
going to yield myself 1 minute before · 
moving that the Committee do rise. 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for a unanimous
consent request? 

·Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. LINDSAY] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. · . 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield the gentleman 2 additional minutes. 
Mr. UDALL. The people of the Dis- There was no objection. 

trict are getting a very limited modest · Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Chairman, self
half-loaf kind of home rule. 'An they g_ov~rnme~t for the citizens of our Na
are getting is a first shot, some little ~Ions Capital has been too long denied 
voice, and some little first shot at what and should not be further delayed. In 
kind of schools they have and how they recent years, .I have been proud to par
will handle their own local problems. ticipate in drafting and enacting legis-

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, will the lation to secur~ for all America~s. the 
gentleman yield? fundamental nght of full partiCipa-

Mr. UDALL. I yield to my good friend tion in our democrati? process. I am 
from California. ~roud today to speak m favor of home 

Mr. SISK. Mr. chairman, I. appre- r?~.e, which extends th~s rfght to those 
ciate the remarks of the gentleman, but c~tizens. who call the Distnct of Colum
that last statement he made before I bia their home. 
asked him to yield was completely in The l,egisla~ion which is before this 
accord with my, substitute which I pro- House today IS the product of months 
pose to offer tomorrow. I wonder if this of hard work by the gentleman from 
is what he propqses· to wind up with Maryland [Mr. MATHr~sl' the gentle
in his pledge to give the · power to the man from New Yor~ [Mr. HORTON], and 
people in the District just like to all of other leaders in this fight. They have 
the people across the country and in his invested a great deal of time and effort, 
State and mine. and have succeeded in bringing before 

Mr. UDALL. The gentleman is known us a measure which represents the best 
throughmilt central California as a great attainable form of home rule. I com
optomist and I feel he is that in this mend them for their dedication and 
case because I support the bipartisan persistence in this cause. 
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Most Americans take for granted the 
opportunity to elect municipal officials, 
·to .contact their aldermen or councilmen 
about neighborhood or city problems, and 
to be represented at city hall by officials 
who are responsible to the people and 
responsive to their views. The 800,000 
citizens of Washington do not have these 
privileges. Their city executives today 
are appointed, and their city council is 
the Congress of the United States, elect
ed by Americans living in eyery part of 
the land except the District of Colum
bia. There is no public official elected by 
the people of Washington to whom they 
can turn. There is no forum in which 
they can express their needs, and there 
is no Jl}achinery through which they can 
take part in municipal government. This 
bill would provide such a forum and such 
machinery, by establishing in Washing
ton an elected mayor and a city council 
of 19 members, of whom 14 will be elect
ed in wards and 5 at large. 

There is, of course, a unique national 
interest in the District of Columbia, the 
District created and maintained as the 
National Capital and the seat of our Fed
eral Government. This measure, I be
lieve, provides completely adequate safe
guards for that unique national interest. 
In accordance with the Constitution, the 
Congress will maintain, as it now main
tains, ultimate legislative power over the 
District of Columbia, including the power 
to amend or repeal any law now in force 
in the District, or any act passed by the 
council. In addition, the President will 

· have the power to disapprove any act of 
the council if he is satisfied that that act 
adversely affects a Federal interest. The 
bipartisan bill introduced last week also 
provides an additional means of Federal 
oversight, by providing for annual con
gressional appropriations of the Federal 
contribution to the District of Columbia 
budget. 

The special need for the protection of 
public officials and the maintenance of 
public order in Washington is recognized, 
·too, by provisions authorizing the Presi
dent to assume command of the police 
force of the District and to designate ad
ditional police when he feels such steps 
are necessary or appropriate. 

This bill also solves the problem of 
maintaining the integrity of municipal 
elections in Washington, without depriv
ing qualified citizens of participation in 
local government simply because they 
are Federal employees. The requirement 
that municipal elections shall take place 
in nonpresidential election years is, I· 
believe, an effective safeguard. 

In short, this is a workable bill. It is 
a necessary bill, for the citizens of Wash
ington should no longer be denied full 
participation in the governing of their 
city. The problems of Washington
problems of housing, of schools, of law 
enforcement, of transportation, of rec
reation and other public facilities-can 
best be attacked by elected ofilcials who 
are familiar with local needs and are re
sponsible to their local constituents. 
Through self-government, the citizens of 
the District of Columbia will be able to 
play, at long last, their full part in mak
ing the National Capital the progressive 

and exciting city it should be. Passage 
of· this bill will reaffirm, finally, the 
American commitment to the democratic 
process and to equal rightS and equal 
civic responsibilities for all Americans. 

I am proud to support this bill. 
Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, in his 

book, "The Public Philosophy," which 
appeared a few years ago, Walter Lipp
mann analyzed the basic ideas that 
underlie English and American political 
institutions. These ideas were embodied 
in the Magna Carta, the English Bill of 
Rights, the Declaration of Independence, 
the Federal Constitution, and our own 
Bill of Rights. 

The ideas set forth in these constitu
ent documents concerning the natural 
rights of man and the proper conduct of 
government make up what Lippmann 
calls the public philosophy. 

It is the soverign principle of the public 
philosophy-

He says-
that we live in a rational order in which 
by sincere inquiry and rational debate we 
can distinguish the true and the false, the 
right and the wrong. 

One bf the cardinal tenets of the public 
philosophy is the principle of local self
government by the elective process. In
herited from medieval England and in
corporated in our State constitutions, 
this principle is now practiced through
out the United States, except in Wash
ington, D.C. 

We know from James Madison's state
ment on the subject in the Federalist 
Papers No. 43 that the framers of the 
American Constitution contemplated 
that the inhabitants of the Federal City 
would enjoy local self-government. 
Writing in 1788 he said: 

A municipal legislature for local purposes, 
derived from their own suffrage, will of 
course be allowed them. 

Congress carried out the promise of 
the Founding Fathers and granted local 
autonomy to the District of Columbia 
down ·to 1875. In that year the conti
nuity of the democratic tradition was 
ruptured and the rupture has not been 
repaired for 90 years. For nine decades 
the c~ty of Washington has suffered from 
the eclipse of this basic principle of the 
public philosophy. 

During the past 20 years there has 
been a locally inspired effort · to revive 
and restore local self-government in the 
Nation's Capital City. This effort is 
based not only on the intrinsic validity 
of the principle of local autonomy, but 
also upon awareness that self-rule for 
the District of Columbia would relieve 
Congress of an onerous work load. Se
rious local problems accumulate and re
main unsolved because CongreSs is in
ternally too preoccupied with more ur
gent matters to function effectively as a 
city council for Washington. The grow
ing demand for home rule has also been 
reenforced by ·a recognition of the vital 
educative effect on the people of repre
sentative local institutions. 

This movement has been encouraged 
by endorsements of the principle of local 
self-government for the District of Co
lumbia in the national platforms of both 

political parties, by supporting state
ments by both Republican and Demo
cratic Presidents, and by the action of 
the U.S. Senate which six times has 
passed home rule bills with strong bi
partisan support. 

Twenty years of sincere inquiry and 
rational debate have enabled us to dis
tinguish the true and the false, the right 
and the wrong. Honest reflection on 
our common experience, past and pres
ent, have led me and many of my col
·leagues in this House to conclude that 
home rule should be restored to the 
people of the District of Columbia. I 
favor the pending bill and hope that it 
will become law. 

Mr. MULTER~ Mr. Chairman, after 
listening to the debate thus far, it would 
appear to me that there are none so 
blind as those who will not see and none 
so deaf as those who will not hear. The 
bills that we are ·considering have been 
set forth in full in the hearings of the 
House District Committee. In the same 
hearings are also set forth in full the 
Senate bill as passed by the Senate. In 
those hearings is a tabulation indicating 
specifically the changes and the differ
ences between the various bills, those in
troduced here and that passed by the 
other body. In addition to that we have 
placed in the RECORD and sent a com
munication to every Member of the 
House indicating precisely what changes 
are sought to be made by the substitute 
that will be offered. 

For the benefit of those Members who 
desire to read these things again, I shall 
ask permission when we get back into 
the House to include them in a revision 
of my remarks so that they will be once 
more in the RECORD in full and available 
for convenient reference. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. MuL
TER] has expired. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. RooNEY of New York, Chairman 
pro tempore of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 
reported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
4644) to provide an elected Mayor, City 
Council, and nonvoting Delegate to the 
House of Representatives for the District 
of Columbia, and for other purposes, had 
come to resolution thereon . . 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous co.nsent that all Members 
may revise and extend their remarks 
made in Committee of the Whole today 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

THE 260-INCH SOLID-PROPELLANT 
BOOSTER 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, I am 

very proud to report to the House on the 
spectacular success of the test firing of 
the 260-inch solid-propellant booster. 
Seven Members of the House were privi
leged to attend Saturday's test firing of 
the world's largest rocket at Homestead, 
Fla. Those attending were Representa
tive GEORGE P. MILLER, Democrat, of 
California, chairman of the House Com
mittee on Science and Astronautics; 
Representative JosEPH E. KARTH, Demo
crat, of Minnesota; Representative En
WARD J. GURNEY, Republican, of Flordia; 
Representative GALE SCHISLER, Demo
crat, of Illinois; Representative DANTE B. 
FASCELL, Democrat, of Florida; Repre
sentative CLAUDE PEPPER, Democrat, of 
Florida, and myself. 

This successful test fully vindicates 
the judgment of this House in support
ing the long fight of the House Commit
tee on Science and Astronautics to urge 
greater development and use of solid 
propellants in the Nation's space pro
gram. As chairman of the Subcommit
tee on Advanced Research and Technol
ogy, I am very proud of the recommen
dation of our committee that $6.2 million 
be expended beyond the President's fiscal 
1966 budget, for the purpose of develop
ing and testing a full-length 26'0-inch
diameter booster. Saturday's firing, 
which produced a thrust of 3.5 million 
pounds, tested a half-length, booster. A 
second half-length booster will be fired 
in January, and when the full-length 
booster is developed it is expected to 
produce a thrust of close to 7 million 
pounds. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a tribute to the pre
liminary work of the Air Force, NASA, 
and Aerojet General Corp., and its sub
contractors that this solid rocket motor 
has been developed so successfully. In 
presenting to the House the results of 
the work of our subcommittee on ad
vanced research and technology, I stated 
on this floor on May 6, 1965: 

Solid boosters are inherently cheaper, more 
reliable, simpler in design, construction and 
operation. In addition, the solid-propellant 
booster is likely to cost us about 50 percent 
of the money expended on the Saturn V in 
order to bring it to a man-rated system. 
Actually, when you count termination costs 
and overruns which were incurred when 
the program was initially under the Air 
Force, it is far cheaper to the Government to 
go ahead with this 260-inch program than it 
would be to terminate it. It is a very simple 
development in comparison with all the 
highly complex group of engines, pumps, 
turbines, etc., you have in the 'Saturn chem
ical propulsion system, and I believe it is 
worth the comparatively small investment it 
would take to complete it. 

Now is the time to press forward with 
the development of the full-length 
booster, as contemplated when Congress 
appropriated the $6.2 million for that 
purpose. I hope that the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration will 
proceed without further delay to expend 
the $6.2 million which Congress appro
priated to carry forward the full develop
ment of the 260-inch solid-propellant 
booster. 

CXI--1590 

NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH CORPS: A 
WEST VIRGINIA TRIUMPH 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, along 

with Project Head Start, which operated 
in each of West Virginia's 55 counties, 
the Neighborhood Youth Corps has 
scored the most outstanding success of 
any phase of the War on Poverty. I am 
proud of the West Virginia record of the 
Neighborhood Youth Corps during the 
past summer, some phases of which are 
detailed in the following article written 
for United Press International by Fanny 
Seiler: 

CHARLESTON, W. VA.-The WOrk-varying 
from painting bridges to clearing brush-was 
hard, but 2,750 economically disadvantaged 
youths enrolled in the Neighborhood Youth 
. corps did a good job, according to statistics 
from the State Road Commission. 

The corpsmen also apparently impressed 
their 110 supervisors. 

Two-thirds of the supervisors, generally 
coaches or athletic instructors, recom
mended that the program be expanded or en
larged next year. 

However, expansion of the program, con
ducted this summer as part of the war on 
poverty, appears dim. 

Its popularity and success as a pilot pro
gram this year in West Virginia and one 
other State has led the Federal Government 
to extend it to the other States. 

But a spokesman for the SRC said the 
increased number of States will all share in 
the same amount of money which was avail
able this year to the two States. 

A $60 million statewide program was sub
mitted this summer by West Virginia to the 
Federal Government to provide part-time 
jobs for impoverished youths under various 
State and county agencies which partici
pated in the NYC program. 

But that proposal was rejected by the U.S. 
Labor Department because of a lack of 
money. 

In addition to the SRC, a number of 
counties, and the State Departments of Ed
ucation and Natural Resources employed 
8,711 young persons under NYC this summer. 

The SRC employed 200 women as office 
aides ·and 2,550 young men between the ages 
of 16 and 21 to perform such jobs as paint
ing, clearing an.d cleaning drains, landscap
ing, and brush clearing. 

The young men cleared brush from 4,538 
miles of rights-of-way, 45 percent of it on 
secondary roads. 

The work on secondary roads represented 
20 percent of a total of 26,000 miles of the 
State's rural network. In the process, brush 
clearers killed 460 poisonous snakes. 

They worked at landscaping adjacent areas 
to roads including clearing surrounding 
banks a total of 9,569 man-hours. 

Enrollees in the SRC projects generally 
had a good opinion of the program, accord
ing to the report. 

Ninety-three percent of them eX'pressed a 
favorable opinion and their supervisors esti
mated 91 percent of the enrollees had ex
cellent attendance records for the 12-week 
project tha;t started June 1. 

The work accident rate was 0.7 percent. 
Supervisors nearly unanimously agreed 

that the program improved the young peo
ple's work habits and attitudes. The report 
said 33 Ya percent gained a sense of respon
sibility and maturity. 

The supervisors felt about 60 percent would 
further their education. 

But they suggested closer screening of 
applicants, smaller groups compared with 
this summer's 23-member teams, and more 
and different type of jpbs for future pro
grams. 

The enrollees were screened from 10,999 
applicants in the 55 counties. A total of 
57,180 persons were eligible to apply under 
a requirement which set $3 ,000 as the maxi
mum family income per year. 

The greatest number of enrollees came from 
Doddridge, 125; Kanawha, 200; Loga.n, 100; 
McDowell, 125; and Raleigh, 125. All other 
counties contributed less than 100 enrollees. 

SCHOOL TUITION AND NON
RESIDENTS 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection . 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, on Sep

tember 15 at page 24009 of the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. FARNUM] expressed con
cern over a Mississippi statute which re
quires tuition for children of nonresident 
parents. This statute was enacted by 
the Mississippi Legislature earlier this 
year. 

We Mississippians appreciate very 
much Representative FARNuM's interest 
in the quality of education in our State. 
We share his concern over the poor. 

His remarks would leave the impres
sion that Mississippi is the only State 
that requires tuition from nonresident 
parents. He infers that the statute is 
a newly found way to harass Negro par
ents who leave their children with friends 
and relatives while employed in another 
State. 

Mr. FARNUM's comments inspired me to 
do a little research on the subject of 
tuition requirements of nonresidents. I 
will have to admit my research has been 
superficial because of the limitation of 
time. The Library of Congress furnished 
the basic source material. 

Mississippi is often accused of being 
backward and unprogressive. In this 
matter I suppose we must plead guilty, 
because 22 other States and the District 
of Columbia enacted laws· requiring the 
payment of school tuition by nonresi
dents long before Mississippi got around 
to it. 

To my great surprise, even Mr. FAR
NUM's State of Michigan has a system of 
tuition payments. 

A Michigan court has ruled, even, that 
the remedy of a grade school district for 
nonpayment of tuition by a nonresident 
pupil is not limited to expulsion of the 
pupil-Fractional School District No. 1, 
Paw Paw and Antwerp Townships v. 
Yerrington, 108 Michigan 414. 

Presumably, this means that in Michi
gan a school district not only can expel 
a pupil for not paying tuition, but can 
take legal steps to collect. Mississippi's 
law is much weaker and less harsh by 
comparison. 

As stated earlier, time has not permit
ted thorough research on this subject, so 



25214 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE September 27, 1965 

Michigan's law may no longer exist. 
Moreover, because of Mr. FARNUM's mani
fested interest, he may have prevailed 
on the Michigan Legislature to repeal its 
law. He was connected with the State 
government f·or several years so I assume 
he made such recommendations to his 
own State prior to his public criticism of 
Mississippi. 

Mr. Speaker, for the record I would · 
like to make it clear that I offer no con
demnation of any statute duly enacted by 
the legislature of Michigan or any other 
State. What they do is their business
not mine. 

I do not wish to provoke Mr. FARNUM 
into attacking other State laws on this 
subject. However, for his enlightenment 
I invite his attention to a rule of law 
established by the courts of New Jersey 
in a decision involving that State's statu
tory requirements for nonresident tui
tion. In Mansfield Township Board of 
Education against State Board of Edu
cation, the court held: 

Public policy forbids admission in public 
schools of pupils from other States, and 
whose parents reside there, to be educated 
at expense of local taxpayers, irrespective of 
length of time pupils have been living in 
State with friends or relatives or as pupils in 
private schools. 

Even the Nation's Capital requires tui
tion of nonresidents. Congress passed 
such a law for the District of Columbia 
in 1960. Public Law 86-725 requires pay
ment to the board of education of tui
tion for each child who attends a public 
school and does not have a parent or 
guardian who resides in the District of 
Columbia. Orphans are exempted. 

Somehow, Mr. FARNUM neglected to di
rect his indignation toward the legisla
ture of Michigan or the U.S. Congress for 
doing much earlier the same thing the 
Mississippi Legislature has done. 

Mr. FARNUM failed to tell the HouSe 
that a total of 23 States have laws on 
this subject. They are: Arizona, Con
necticut, Florida, Iowa, Kentucky, Mas
sachusetts, Michigan, Montana, Ne
braska, New Jersey, New Mexico, New 
York, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, 
Oregon, South Dakota, Tennessee, Utah, 
Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin, and Mis
sissippi. 

Many States have wrestled with the 
problem of providing an education to 
children whose parents do not pay taxes 
in the State. Mississippi spends more of 
its income on education than any other 
State. Because Mississippi has the lowest 
per capita income of all the States, we 
have to stretch our tax dollar as far as 
possible. Every citizen must bear his 
share of the burden. Parents who prefer 
to live in another State without their 
children should have no misgivings over 
contributing to the education of their 
children. It is their responsibility. 

The Mississippi Legislature needs no 
defense from me. The Michigan Legis
lature 1n its wisdom has passed judg
ment on this matter and it should be 
subject to the same criticism as the other 
22 States which have ac·ted on this sub
ject matter. 

The people of Mississippi welcome 
honest and constructive criticism. How
ever, we dislike being scorned in such a 

manner wherein it is made to appear that 
Mississippi alone requires tuition from 
nonresidents. Describing Mississippi's 
law as "extraordinary" is quite mislead
ing, and is an injustice to a State of this 
Union. 

In the future, I hope the gentleman 
from Michigan will disclose the full story 
before attempting arbitrarily to single 
out one State as a scapegoat for a polit
ical tirade. 

LOAN OF NAVAL VESSELS TO 
FRIENDLY FOREIGN COUNTRIES 
Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take 
from the Speaker's table the bill <H.R. 
7812) to authorize the loan of naval ves
sels to friendly foreign countries, and 
for other purposes, with a Senate amend
ment thereto, disagree to the amend
ment and ask for a conference with the 
Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

The Chair hears none, and appoints 
the following conferees: Messrs. RIVERS 
of South Carolina, PHILBIN, PRICE, 
FISHER, BATES, and ARENDS. 

HON. EUGENE M. ZUCKERT, SECRE
TARY OF THE AIR FORCE 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. 

Speaker, on September 17, the Air Force 
Association sponsored a banquet com
memorating the 18th anniversary of the 
creation of the U.S. Air Force as a sepa
rate branch of our Armed Forces. The 
honored guest on that occasion was the 
Honorable Eugene M. Zuckert, who on 
September 30 will have completed 4 
years, 8 months, and 8 days as Secretary 
of the Air Force. He will have served 
for a longer period of time in that post 
than has any Secretary before him. I 
believe also that within recent time this 
will constitute a record of continuous 
service as the civilian leader of any of 
the military services. 

On the occasion of the anniversary 
banquet to which I have referred, the 
Vice President of the United States paid 
the following tribute to Gene Zuckert: 

It is fitting and proper that you are honor
ing a great man, a dedicated public serv
ant-our departing Secretary of the Air 
Force--who has worked with such distinc
tion-my friend, Gene Zuckert. He has 
served and led the Air Force with outstand
ing devotion and brilliance during times of 
stress, of change, and of challenge. This 
country is indebted to him for his leader
ship. We wish him well and Godspeed in the 
years ahead. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to identify myself 
with the Vice President in this tribute to 
my friend, Eugene zuckert, and I am 
sure that my colleagues in this House 

join me in this tribute and in wishing 
him "Godspeed in the years ahead." 

Eugene Zuckert has spent most of the 
years of his adult life in the public serv
ice. He was the strong right arm of the 
first Secretary of the Air Force and now 
the senior Senator from Missouri, Sen
ator STUART SYMINGTON. As assistant 
Secretary, he helped formulate and mold 
the policies that have guided the Air 
Force in its formative years and in its 
maturity. As a member of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, he exemplified the 
highest type of devotion to his country in 
his performance of his duties as a mem
ber of that great Commission. As Secre
tary of the Air Force, he leaves us with a 
global Air Force whose high state of effi
ciency is the strongest bulwark for the 
assurance of peace in the free world. 

Too often a devoted and dedicated 
public servant slips quietly out of the 
limelight and into the anonymity of pri
vate life without notice or recognition of 
his fine contribution to the public wel
fare. In the case of Eugene Zuckert we 
of the House of Representatives want 
him to know that we recognize and 
deeply appreciate the many contribu
tions he has made in his public service. 
Likewise, we appreciate him as a friend 
who has shown patience and under
standing of our problems as Members of 
Congress. It is indeed with heartfelt 
thanks that we say good by to you, Gene.· 

A WHIPPED PUP 
Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. HARSHA] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, President 

Johnson's concession to Panama and ab
rogation of the 1903 treaty by granting 
Panama sovereignty over the Canal Zone 
is indeed a severe blow to the prestige of 
this Nation. 

The U.S. Government has completely 
capitulated to the demands of Panama 
concerning the canal and we have come 
home from the so-called negotiations like 
a whipped pup with its tail between its 
legs. 

The country of Panama owes its en
tire existence to the United States and 
we have continually given friendship and 
economic support to it. 

The grant by Panama to the United 
States of exclusive sovereignty over the 
Canal Zone -in perpetuity for construc
tion of the canal and its perpetual main
tenance, operation, and protection was 
an absolute, indispensable condition 
precedent to the great task undertaken 
by the United States, and the United 
States has fully performed its respon
sibilities under the treaty of 1903. 
Therefore, there was nothing to nego
tiate, and this country should have stood 
firm; instead the United States capitu
lated. 

This Nation has paid Panama the full 
indemnity and annuities agreed upon by 
the . two nations, has completely carried 
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out the terms of the treaty, and stands 
on firm moral and legal footing in this 
dispute, and under no circumstances 
should it have conceded to the Commu
nist-inspired demands of Panama. 

How do we expect other nations to 
have any respect for the United States 
when we do not even .have enough self
respect to stand firm when we are on 
solid, legal, and moral footing? 

HIGHER INTEREST RATES DO NOT 
DAMPEN BUSINESS EXPANSION 
Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. CuRTIS] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, the rea

son given by administration officials for 
failing to reflect the market demand to 
tighten interest rates in the United States 
and so alleviate our international bal
ance-of-payments problems--is that 
higher rates would inevitably curb busi
ness plans for investment and thl.l$ lead 
to a leveling off or even a recession in 
the U.S. economy. An article in the 
September 22, 1965, Journal of Com
merce calls this theory into question. 

The voluntary program for restraint 
of U.S. foreign lending and investing in 
context with the compulsory restraints 
in the interest equalization tax law calls 
upon American companies operating 
abroad to borrow overseas instead of in 
the United States. The cost of borrow
ing abroad is at least 20 percent more 
than in the United States, and maybe as 
much as 50 percent more. In spite of 
these higher rates major corporations are 
willing to pay the price. The fact that 
American corporations are borrowing 
abroad at these higher rates is an excel
lent demonstration that high money rates 
are not necessarily harmful and not 
much feared by larger companies. Un
der unanimous consent, I include the 
article from the Journal of Commerce in 
the RECORD at this point: 
CORPORATE: FINANCE: MONEY ABROAD Is WORTH 

CosT 

(By Ed Tyng) 
Financing expansion abroad by borrowing 

overseas instead of in the United States, such 
as is encouraged by the voluntary program 
for restraint upon U.S. foreign lending and 
investing, costs considerably mo·re, but most 
businesses wlll gladly pay. 

This cost 1s at least 20 percent more, ex
pressed in interest rates, may be as much as 
50 percent more and in time may go still 
higher if there 1s any flooding of European 
capital markets, which have limited capacity, 
with American offerings. 

Incidentally, the willingness of major cor
porations to pay as much as 50 percent more 
interest cost on debt created abroad is an 
excellent demonstration that high money 
rates are not necessarily harmful and are 
not much feared by larger companies. 

COMPARATI'VE RATES 

A good example of what a high-cretiit U.S. 
company has to pay for foreign money is 
the coming issue of $25 million of bonds due 
in 1985 by the Luxembourg subsidiary of the 
Standard 011 Co. of Indiana. This issue, by 

AMCO Oil Holdings, S.A., will bear a coupon 
rate of 5% percent. On the basis of recent 
yields in the U.S. corporate bond market it 
is probable that Standard Oil of Indiana 
could have easily obtain ed $25 million here 
at, say, 4% percen t. 

A recent Dun & Brad street survey of 300 
top ranking corporat ion execut ives appear
ing in September Dun's Review showed no 
concern over the higher cost of foreign 
money, which would not be a barrier except 
for marginal operations where profits were 
narrow. Borrowing is much preferred to 
other ways of r aising fun ds such as, for ex-

. ample, the sale of minority interests in stock 
in a foreign subsidiary. 

A foreign minorlty interest in a subsidiary 
of an American company, some executives 
feel, can produce legal and pricing problems. 
Nor Is there much enthusiasm, overall, for 
pulling back to this country, foreign subsidi
aries' earnings in the form of dividends. 
This has been encouraged under the re
straint program but it runs counter to the 
widespread feeling that most earnings of 
foreign subsidiaries should be reinvested in 
the f-oreign sphere if the foreign operation 
is to prosper and keep up with competitors. 

For large amounts of money foreign cor
porations often ftnd that it is cheaper to 
borrow through the international facilities 
of U.S. investment bankers than it is to Hoat 
new issues at home. An example was the 
$55 · mlllion private placement that BP 
North American Finance Corp., subsidiary 
of British Petroleum, arranged here about 
the same time that Standard Oil of Indiana's 
subsidiary was arranging for $25 million for
eign money. 

The l;3ritish Petroleum subsidiary, on notes 
repayable from 1971-85, paid 5¥2 percent in
terest. Since U.S. investors were subject to 
the U.S. interest equalization tax, it is pre
sumed that much of the issue was placed 
with foreign institutions or U.S. subsidiaries 
of foreign organizations. It appears that 
British Petroleum got its funds here cheaper 
than the U.S. oil company got funds abroad. 

Up to now the capacity of foreign capital 
markets has been but a small fraction of 
that of the U.S. capital market. Foreign 
capital issues in Europe last year were about 
$1 billion and are likely to be less this 
year. 

PORTENTS OF INFLATION 
Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. CuRTis] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, in an 

editorial on September 22, 1965, the 
Journal of Commerce suggested that 
within the very near future, signs of 
burgeoning in:t:la tion will be more ob
vious than they are now. The Journal 
noted that between July 1964, and July 
1965, the wholesale price index rose by 
2.5 percent. Since February 1965, the 
increase in the index has been more 
than 3 percent. 

Other evidence of the rebirth of in
:t:lation that was cited included the sharp 
advance in bank credit, the Vietnam 
war, the tremendous rise in all kinds of 
debt, the growin-g llquidity of nonbank 
lenders and the persistent rise in per
sonal income. 

In the light of these in:t:lationary ten
dencies in the economy, the Journal be
lieves that it 1s 1nereaslngly dlmcult to 

see how there can be much more justi
fication for keeping interest rates as easy 
as they are now through Government 
intervention. This is particularly true 
in view of the evidence that the U.S. 
balance of payments is worsening again 
after a brief improvement in the second 
quarter. 

To illustrate how much our interest 
rates are out of line with those in Europe, 
the Journal cited the ability of an Euro
pean oil company to borrow here, de
spite the interest equalization tax, at 5.5 
percent, while at the same time an 
American oil company, loyally cooperat
ing with the foreign loan restraint pro
gram, floated a loan 1n Europe at 5.75 
percent. 

Under unanimous consent, I insert the 
editorial referred to from the Journal 
of Commerce in the REcORD at this point: 

PORTENTS OF INFLATION 

Fundamental economic trends still are in
conclusive enough to permit argument about 
whether inflation is here again or whether 
it isn't. We are almost willing to concede 
that within the very near future signs o! 
burgeoning lnflation will be more <>bvious 
than they now are and that they may even 
become sumciently evident to convince are
luctant Federal Reserve Board that it better 
act. 

For example, as leading commentators 
have observed, lt now is no longer possible 
to cite the stability of the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics wholesale commodity index and 
ask w'here iS the inflation. This Index 
broke out on the upside in July to rise to 
102.9, against 100.4 12 months earlier, up 
some 2¥2 percent, after rocking along wlth 
only minor changes since 1958. Contributing 
to the overallt-ise of 2¥2 petcent was a jump 
in farm products Of sotne 6 .3 percent. in the 
5 months since last February the increase 1n 
the total index has not been 2 ~ percent but 
more than 3 percent. 

1f other evidence is needed of the rebirth 
of inflation, look at bank credit. While the 
advance in bank loans and investments 1n 
the second quarter was not quite as rapid as 
was the 12.4 percent increase in the first s 
months, it was well above the average of 
the past 4 years and for the 6 months aver
aged around 11 percent, against the 8 percent 
annual rate of recent years. 

What is slgniflcant, economists have noted, 
is that what rlse in bank credit has occurred 
has been in the face of a more restrictive 
Federal Reserve pollcy Whlch ha-s kept banks 
almost continually operating on reserves bor
rowed from the Reserve System. 

The Federal :Reserve particularly watches 
price trends and some argument can be 
made that the average price level is going to 
advance still further and more rapidly. It 
has been forecast that steel mllls, in the 
wake Of the wage contract settlement that 
the .President has held to be noninflationary, 
will be slow and selective in increasing their 
prices. But users of steel whose wage rates 
are largely conditioned by the steelworker's 
Contract, have indicated that they w111 in
crease prices. 

Then there is the possible effects of the 
Vietnam war. One leading economist, Rob
ert Van Cleave, has made the point that up 
to July Vietnam played no part in what signs 
of inflation have since become visible, for -as 
recently as June worries about an economic 
letdown were rife and ex-Chairman Walter . 
Heller of the President's Council of Economic 
Advisers was calllng for ,expansionary Gov
erment policies for 1966. 

But now the outlook has greatly changed; 
Vietnam seems likely to cost a mintmum of es 
billion and maybe much more by the time 
supplemental appropr.iations are asked for 
next January. 
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There will be strains in providing both 

guns and butter. And fighter planes which 
cost $60,000 each in World Warn, as Senator 
RussELL has noted, now cost $3 million each. 
They are being lost quite regularly. In short, 
price levels must soon reflect war and any 
increased Government budget deficit will be, 
overall, inflationary. 

What is ahead in the way of stablllty, 
which up to now has justified too easy money 
and expansionary Federal policies, promises 
to be only relative stability in the sense that 
our inflation may be kept less than that in 
other nations. But it will still be inflation. 

So it is increasingly difficult to see how 
there can be much longer justification for 
keeping money rates as easy as they are, 
particularly now that there is ample evi
dence that the U.S. balance of payments is 
worsening again after brief improvement in 
the second quarter. 

How much out of line are our short-term 
money rates has been shown, not only 
through comparisons with those in Europe-
including the advance in Euro-dollar in
terest rates-but also in the persistent ad
vance in some of our own short-term money 
rates to the highest in 5 years. Another 
1llustration recently was afforded by the 
ability of a European oil company to borrow 
here despite the equalization tax at 5% per
cent, while at the same time an American 
on company, loyally cooperating with the 
foreign loan restraint program, floated a 
loan in Europe at 5% percent. 

Incidentally, the w1llingness of top Ameri
can corporations to pay fancy interest rates 
to borrow in Europe more or less vitiates the 
argument that ·high interest rates by them
selves are inimical to continued business 
progress here. 

The persistent rise in personal incomes to 
new highs and the tremendous rise in all 
kinds of debt--to say nothing of the im
mense and growing liquidity of nonbank 
lenders-are other inflationary influences 
that will have future effects if they are not 
already having such influence. 

Of course, it is always possible to find files 
in the ointment and stray things to disprove 
the seeming trend. For example, the pace of 
housing starts is officially described as very 
disappointing and there has been some fall
ing off in durable goods orders. And steel 
orders naturally are not as good as they 
were and won't be until users pare down 
inventories accumulated in fear of a strike 
that didn't occur. 

One sign of the inflationary surge, it would 
seem, is that there is less talk of that hor
rible "fiscal drag" that would come from 
the Government balancing its budget and 
taking out of the economy as much money 
as it put in. The budget balance seems 
more unlikely and so does the fiscal drag. 

WYMAN SPACE ADVICE PROPHETIC: 
ADMINISTRATION 2 YEARS LATE 
Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVELAND] 
may extend his remarks at this point 
in the RECORD and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, in the 

88th Congress, my counterpart from the 
New Hampshire First District was then 
Congressman Louis C. Wyman, of Man
chester. Congressman Wyman was a 
member of the Appropriations Committee 
and of its Subcommittee on Independent 
Offices, which handles the appropria-

tions for the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration. 

Although limited as a freshman Mem
ber of the House, Mr. Wyman sought to 
increase American emphasis on the mili
tary role in space. He served as chair
man of a subcommittee of the Republi
can space and aeronautics task force 
on the military role in space and twice 
filed minority views accompanying the 
Independent Offices Appropriations Sub
committee reports of 1963 and 1964 urg
ing a priority for a U.S. weapons system 
in space. 

These minority views, submitted by 
himself alone, appear in Report No. 824, 
88th Congress, 1st session, October 7, 
1963, and in the committee print of the 
independent offices appropriations bill, 
May 18, 1964. Congressman Wyman 
warned, in these reports 2 years ago, of 
the Communist space program's prime 
military orientation. This was prophetic 
in relation to our military space program 
and the recent decision of the Secretary 
of Defense and of the President to re
quest funds for a manned orbiting lab
oratory from this Congress. 

Congressman Wyman, in October 1963, 
filed minority views in part as follows: 

As a first priority rather than racing to the 
moon, the United States should establish and 
maintain an integrated weapons system in 
inner space within manned space capsules 
that have a capab1lity to observe, intercept 
and, if necessary, destroy other objects in 
space. Properly related to capacity to rendez
vous with other capsules and ultimately with 
a manned space platform, our emphasis 
should be upon the military control of inner 
space as a prime and necessary objec
tive • • •. 

Deferment to priority military considera
tions is a policy "must" in view of money re
quirements and limited (fiscal) ability • • •. 

The Soviet space program does not differen
tiate between military and civilian space ef
forts. Communist space exploration is in
tegrated with their ballistic missile opera
tions. Support and ·tracking facUlties and 
personnel are military, as well as space, per
sonnel. Their entire space operations are 
oriented toward their military potential. 

Communist emphasis upon the military 
aspects in inner space programs renders 
present U.S. policy not to put weapons in 
space highly vulnerable to the serious objec
tion that it is not in the best interest of our 
national security. It also raises the specter 
of possib111ty that the Communists may find 
and develop an entirely new method of war
fare in space. This is a major concern in 
light of Communist objectives of world 
domination by force • • •. 

And on May 18, 1964: 
Maneuverable capsules in inner space, 

with mllltary capab111ties of observation and 
intercept, are an obvious necessity with re
sponsible indication that the Communist 
space program is oriented toward just such 
a capab111ty. We will look foolish with our 
two- and three-stage boosters behind a sci
entific junket should Communists continue 
their march toward world supremacy by 
having devised some new method of space 
warfare. 

This · month, in a nationwide column, 
the distinguished columnist, David 
Lawrence, in reference to the belated 
decision of the Defense Department to 
proceed with the MOL, said that former 
Congressman Wyman's minority views 
would "go down in history as a remark
able prophecy as well as an interesting 

example of how often minority reports 
become majority opinion." 

Under unanimous consent, I am in
serting the David Lawrence article, "Be
lated Decision on Space Defense," in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at this point. I 
commend its reading to all of my 
colleagues: 
[From the Washington (D.C.) Star, Sept. 15, 

1965) 
BELATED DECISION ON SPACE DEFENSE 

(By David Lawrence) 
A belated decision-to spend b1llions for 

the defense of the United States in near 
space rather than concentrate solely on 
civillan trips to the moon-has at least been 
reached. · 

Milltary men have been arguing for a long 
time that Russia's primary interest in space 
development is military. The United States, 
on the other hand, has been empha
sizing scientific research, the lunar explora
tion, and possible discoveries in the planetary 
field. 

But it has begun to dawn on official Wash
ington that, while it may not be as efficient 
to use nuclear weapons from space as it Is 
from missile bases, there is a distinct oppor
tunity to carry on accurate observation and 
other mllltary znissions from high altitudes. 

President Johnson has just approved the 
building of a manned orbiting laboratory by 
the milltary after years of bickering inside 
the Government and continuous expressions 
of skepticism about the milltary value of 
space. But a closer look at Soviet programs 
and a satisfactory experiment with two 
Americans flying around the earth for 8 days 
have opened the eyes of everyone to the mili
tary possibillties. 

Up to now, more than $12 blllion has been 
set aside for manned space flights to the 
moon, and it has been planned to · spend an 
additional $10 billion in that direction, to
gether with billions more in other nonmili
tary space programs. 

But now the emphasis is changing. Al
though few details have been revealed, 1t Is 
known that at least five or six major mili
tary-satellite programs now are underway. 
U.S. News & World Report, in a recent article, 
said: 

"The Samos photo-intelligence satellltes 
have exceeded all expectations, keeping the 
United States informed of Soviet missile sites, 
nuclear progress in Red China, and Commu
nist troop movements in both countries. 
They parachute back pictures with 1,000 
times the~ resolution of standard TV images. 

"After an uncertain start, Midas infrared 
detectors are now able to detect Soviet rocket 
launchings by picking up telltale exhaust 
gases and translating them into electronic 
signals. 

"The Ferret is a version of Samos, equipped 
for electronic intelligence and communica
tions eavesdropping. It is said to be useful 
for monitoring radar and radio traffic near 
Russia's major rocket-testing sites, tracking 
down coded or scrambled transmissions and 
relaying them to U.S. listening posts. 

"Other satelllte systems are proving 
equally useful. • • • 

"Transit satell1tes are furnishing missle
carrying Polaris submarines with precise 
navigation. Six Vela satellltes--equipped 
with radiation detectors-are in orbit to 
make certain that Russia cannot, undetected, 
break the nuclear-test ban in space • • •. 

"What 1s envisioned now are giant national 
space platforms at the center of military 
operations, directing fleets of interceptors 
and destroyers, rescue, and logistic vehicles. 
Each platform would carry 10 to 20 men, 
stay up for months and possibly years." 

There are other plans having to do with 
possible futuristic weapons that might de
stroy enemy targets from outer space. These 
are still in the theoretical stage. But 
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one thing is clear--control of space by a 
single nation or group of nations would 
mean an end to any balance of power on 
earth. 

It is interesting to note that on October 7, 
1963, Louis C. Wyman, Republican, who was 
then a Member of Congress and formerly 
was attorney general of New Hampshire, 
submitted alone a minority report to the 
House Appropriations Committee, in which 
he criticized at length the administration's 
indifference to the military significance of 
space developments. He said: 

"As a first priority rather than racing to 
the moon, the United States should estab
lish and maintain an integrated weapons 
system in inner space within manned space 
capsules that have a capability to observe, 
intercept and, if necessary, destroy other 
objects in space." 

Wyman's extensive report will go down in 
history as a remarkable prophecy as well as 
an interesting example of how often minority 
reports become majority opinion. 

SUGAR PROPOSAL IS $1.4 BILLION 
BONANZA-RECORD OF SEVERAL 
SUGAR LOBBYISTS UNSAVORY 
The SPEAKER. Under previous or-

der of the House the gentleman from 
illinois [Mr. FINDLEY] is recognized for 
30 minutes. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, the U.S. 
sugar market is temptation spelled in 
capital letters. 

Under the 5-year Sugar Act proposal 
now before the Rules Committee, the 

Federal Government would distribute to 
certain foreign countries franchises of 
fantastic value. 

At present prices, the 5-year value 
comes to about $1.4 billion. Assuming 
the foreign firms at least break even at 
the world market price, the $1.4 billion 
is pure profit-less lobbyist expense of 
course. 
CHART A.-Hourly wages paid to workers by 

foreign sugar producers 

Country 

British West Indies: 
Barbados_.-----------
British Guinea _______ _ 
Jamaica ______ __ ____ __ _ 

Colombia ________________ _ 
Guatemala _____ __________ _ 
Philippine Republic. ____ _ 
Ecuador_-----------------
BraziL ______ ___ ----------_ 
Costa Rica _____________ __ _ 
Panama.-----------------
P eru. ___ _ -----------------
El Salvador-- ------------ -
Dominican Republic ____ .__ 

1 Depending upon skill. 
2 Unskilled. 
a Average. 
4 Not available. 

Agricultural 
workers 

$0. 2Q-$0. 22 
.22 

.19-.21 
.18 
.10 
.12 
.22 
,18 
.15 

.2o-. 21 
.12 
.07 

.08-.30 

Industrial 
workers 

(refinery) 

1 $0. 17-$0. 42 
2,19 

.2o-. 50 
.18 
.18 

3,26 
.21 

(4) 
.14-.18 

.50 

.13 
.12-.45 

.20-1. 75 

NOTE.-On top of these wages there are some fringe 
benefits provided in these areas. Difficult to assess in 
money terms. 

These figuies are estimates and from a survey con
ducted by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Survey pro
vided by asking attach~ abroad. Some are from a 
daily rate and are computed on the basis of an 8-hour 
day. · 

This $1.4 billion bonanza takes the 
form of quotas enumerated in the btll 
which entitled the lucky countries to sell 
specific amounts of sugar in the United 
States at our Government-controlled 
premium price. 

They get almost as much per ton as 
U.S. producers who have much higher 
production costs. 

To illustrate, Hawaiian canefield 
workers get over $2.50 an hour in pay and 
benefits. 

Wages of farmworkers in foreign sugar 
producing areas in 1961 ranged from 7 
cents to 30 cents an hour. 

This means tremendous profit to for
eigners lucky enough to get a U.S. quota. 

At present prices, sugar brings $70 a 
ton more in the U.S. market than at world 
price. With the world price currently 
about $40 a ton, the comparable U.S. 
price-at $110 a ton-is nearly three 
times as high. 

Assuming that foreign producers at 
least break even at the world price, the 
extra $70 a ton they get in the U.S. mar
ket is therefore pure profit. ·This is big 
money. One illustration of how big is 
an analysis of the dollar value of quota 
increases voted by the Committee on 
Agriculture. The committee increased 
quotas to 14 different foreign countries, 
compared with administration recom
mendations. 

At present prices, the 5-year premium 
value of the increases is as follows: 

CHART B.-Countries which got sugar quotas in committee bill higher than recommended by administration 
[Short tons; raw value] 

., 

H.R.ll135 H.R.10496 
as reported as recom- Difference Premium 5-year pre-

Country by House mended by in tons value of mium value Registered lobbyist 
Agriculture administra- difference of difference 
Committee tion (1 year) 

Brazll.------------------------ 340,925 221.558 119,367 $8,355,690 $41, 778, 450 AlbertS. Nemir, 1016 Warner Bldg., Washington, D.C. 
2, 183,230 10,916,150 Arnold F. Shaw, 503 D St. NW., Washington, D.C. 31,189 Peru.------------------------- 272,013 240,824 

British West Indies ____________ 150,397 122,017 28,380 1, 986,600 9, 933,000 Arthur L. Quinn, 1625 K St. NW., Washington, D.C. 
34,790 173,950 Do. Ecuador._-------------------- 50,267 49,770 497 

Ernest Schein, 815 15th St. NW., Washington, D.C. Colombia _____________________ 42,970 27,829 15, 141 1,059,870 5, 299,350 
2, 580,550 Sheldon Z. Kaplan, 1616 H St. NW., Washington, D.C. Costa Rica ____________________ 42,159 34,786 7,373 516,110 

1, 969,310 9,846, 550 Charles Patrick Clark, 500 World Center Bldg., Washington, D.C. Venezuela _____________________ 30,809 2,676 28,133 
929,460 4,647,300 Sheldon Z. Kaplan, 1616 H St. NW., Washington, D.C. El Salvador------------------- 30,403 17,125 13,278 
703,570 3, 517,850 No lobbl.ist registered.l Haiti. ___ - -------------------- 28,782 18, 731 10,051 
747, 950 3, 739,750 Arthur • Quinn, 1625 K St. NW., Washington, D.C. Panama ____ ------------------ 25,134 14,449 10,685 

1, 090,810 5,454, 050 Do. · British Honduras ____________ _ 19,864 4,281 15,583 
4,054 283,780 1, 418,900 Edward McCabe, of Hamel, Morgan, Park & Saunders, 888 17th Boll via _______ ___ ______________ 4,054 None 

St. NW., Washington, D.C. 
Honduras. ___ --_-- ----_. __ ---- 4,054 None 4,054 283,780 1, 418, 900 Sheldon Z. Kaplan, 1616 H St. NW., Washington, D.C. 
Thailand •••• _____ -_---- _____ -- 19,864 None 19,864 1,390,480 6, 952,400 George M. Grant,1619 Massachusetts Ave. NW., Washington, D.O~ 

TotaL __ ---------------_ -----·--------- -------------- _ ... ·----------- -------------- 107,677,150 

1 Haiti-American Sugar Co. has no registered lobbyist. Firm reportedly owned 
by a New York firm headed by Bradley Clark. 

NoTE.-Premium value is computed at the rate of $70 a ton, whichistheapproxi
mate quota. Premium value reported by USDA for the 6-month period ending 
July 31. 

Of course, quotas to other countries 
were cut correspondingly. Some lobby
ists and their clients were disappointed, 
while others were delighted. 

I list this data only to show that what 
might appear to be rel,atively modest 
increases in quotas actually are worth 
millions of dollars. 

This quota-increase value of course is 
only part of the temptation. As men
tioned earlier, at present prices the pre
mium value of all foreign quotas for the 
5-year period is $1.4 billion. 

That is a lot of temptation. It ac
counts for the zealous activity in Wash
ington of highly paid lobbyists for for
eign producers. 

The only way to get rid of these in
fluence-peddling lobbyists is to take the 
temptation out of the bill. 

This can be accomplished by means of 
a recapture-or import-fee. This de
vice was first used on a limited basis by 
President Eisenhower. It was later ad
vocated by President Kennedy for the 
entire foreign quota, and in somewhat 
modified form enacted into law. Au
thority for the recapture expired Janu
ary 1, 1965. Altnough the · administra
tion, by administrative action, extended 
the foreign quotas, it did not extend the 
recapture provision. Asked for an ex
planation, the General Counsel for the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Mr. 
John Bagwell, told me the basic Sugar 

Act granted general powers of sufficient 
latitude to extend the quotas, but the 
authority for the recapture was specif
ically limited to 1962, 1963, and 1964, 
and in his opinion could not be extended. 

This means that the countries with 
quotas have had a bonanza this year 
never intended by Congress. This wind
fall will corr..e to over $100 million be
fore the year is over. A bill to prevent 
this unintended bonanza was introduced 
early this year by Congresswoman CATH
ERINE MAY, but was not called up for 
hearing in the Agricultural Committee. 

A recapture provision was recom
mended last March to the administra
tion and to Congress by a group of U.S. 
sugar interests called the sugar industry. 
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It was actually a watered-down version 
of the recapture provision which expired 
in 1.964. It woUld ha.ve yielded to the 
U.S. Treasury about $80 million a year, 
or $400 million for the 5-year term of the 
bill. 

This recommendation was at first em
braced by the Johnson administration, 
then later dropped. One of the sugar 
lobbyists, Mr. Arthur L. Quinn, has been 
given credit publicly by Chairman 
CooLEY, of the Agriculture Committee, 
for rallying a Latin American protest of 
such magnitude that the administration 
dropped the recapture fee. 

Why the protest was easily organized 
can be seen in the amount of pure pTofit 
involved. Who would not howl against 
a provision that would cut out $80 mil
lion a year? 

WHO ARE THESE LOBBYISTS? 

ln my remarks to the House last 
Wednesday I dealt in some detail with 
the activities of the highly paid lobby
ists who try to peddle influence in a way 
to get quotas for their foreign clients. 

Members of the House Slhould take an 
interest in these lobbyists. Several of 
them have been in the sug.ar bam, so 
to speak, for years. Several formerly 
got paid partly on a contingency basis, 
but the contingency provisions were 
dropped after they were severely criti
cized in a Senate hearing. 

Two otheTs have records that are es
pecially unappealing. They are John A. 
O'Donnell, who represents Philippine 
sugar interests, and Ernest Schein, who 
represent Colombia sugar interests. 

O'Donnell sugar clients are extremely 
well represented in the proposed legisla
tion, as I mentioned last Wednesday. 

Schein's client, you note in the table 
above, was put down for a quota of 27,-
829 tons in the administration bill, and 
was boosted to 42,970 in the bill reported 
by the Agriculture Committee. Five
year premium value of just the increase 
is $5,299,350. 

For the convenience of the Members, 
I place below extracts from the O'Don
nell and Schein record as summarized 
in the Congressional Quarterly 1963 Al
manac, beginning on page 303. 

Chairman FuLBRIGHT, of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, spoke of 
deceit, concealment, and subversion in 
describing O'Donnell's activities on Phil
ippine war claims. 

Senate hearings showed that O'Don
nell had made contributions totaling 
$9,300 to 1960 congressional campaigns, 
using funds provided by the Philippine 
Government. 

Schein was O'Donnell's associate. 
They split fees. 

O'Donnell was charged with failing to 
comply fully with the Foreign Agents 
Registration Act. 

So was the law firm of Surrey, Karasik, 
Gould & Greene, of Washington, a firm 
headed by WalterS. Surrey which repre
sents sugar interests and testified in be
half of clients before the Agriculture 
Committee in connection with the cur
rent legislation. 

Here are the extracts from the Con
gressional Quarterly: 
PHU.IPPINE WAR CLAIMS AMENDMENT BARRING 

LOBBYIST FEES 
After prolonged debate, Congress in 1963 

adopted an "anti-profiteering" amendment 
to the 1962 Philippine War Claims Act. The 
1962 act had au~horized $73 million to com
pensate Philippine citizens and firms for 
still-unpaid World War II damage claims. 
Sponsored by Senate Foreign Relations Com
mitt ee Chairman J. W. FuLBRIGHT, Democrat 
of Arkansas, the "anti-profiteering" amend
ment was first inserted in a supplemental 
funds bill (H.R. 5517) but was dropped from 
that measure at House insistence. FuL
BRIGHT then attached his amendment as a 
Senate rider to a minor, unrelated bill (H.R. 
5207) authorizing overseas buildings for the 
Foreign Service. Somewhat revised in con
ference, the rider was retained in the final 
version of H.R. 5207. As enacted into law, 
the Fulbright rider had two major provi
sions: 

1. It forbade any former member or em
ployee of the defunct Philippine War Dam
age Commission to receive fees or commis
sions for helping individuals or firins submit 
benefit claims under the 1962 Philippine War 
Claims Act. Though couched in general 
language, this provision was aimed primar
ily against John A. O'Donnell, a former Phil
ippine War Damage Commission member 
(1947-51), and Ernest Schein, a former 
Commission employee who had been O'Don
nell's business associate since 1953 or 1954. 
After leaving the Commission in 1951, O'Don
nell had worked actively for the legislation 
ultimately enacted as the 1962 Philippine 
War Claims Act. He also had represented 
numerous potential claimants under that 
Act. Under a provision of the 1962 Act, rep
resentatives of claimants could receive fees 
amounting to 5 percent of the award. Ac
cording to the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee, O'Donnell stood to gain $150,000 in 
fees from claimants as a result of the Act's 
1962 passage. The 1963 Fulbright rider, how
ever, blocked O'Donnell from receiving these 
fees. FuLBRIGHT said O'Donnell and his as
sociates deserved to be deprived of the fees 
because O'Donnell, while pressuring Con
gress over the years for enactment of the 
1962 Philippine War Claims Act, had con
cealed from the legislative committees the 
fact that he stood to gain heavy fees from 
the bill's passage, and thus had deceived 
Congress and subverted the legislative proc
ess. 

2. The Fulbright rider also forbade any 
claimant under the 1962 Philippine War 
Claims Act from receiving more than $25,000 
on his claim. The $20 million or more which, 
because of reduced total payments resulting 
from the $25,000 limitation, was expected to 
be left over from the $73 million provided by 
the 1962 act, was to be set aside for Philip
pine-United States educational exchange pro
grams. This provision was designed to pre
vent firms with very large claims from receiv
ing most of the benefits under the 1962 claiins 
bill. Instead, a large portion of the money 
was to be channeled (in effect) to the Philip
pine Government for the exchange programs. 
The provision reflected Fulbright's conten
tion that the moral commitments under
lying the 1962 claims legislation were to re
store and aid the Philippine economy, and 
not to repay individual claimants as such. 

Moreover, it was believed the $25,000 limi
tation would prevent Philippine firms with 
large claims from paying O'Donnell and his 
associates large commissions despite the pro
hibition in H.R. 5207, as they might if they 
collected a high proportion of their claims. 

INVESTIGATION LED TO LEGISLATION 
The 1963 Fulbright rider resulted from a 

Senate Foreign Relations Committee invest!-

gation of lobbying by persons representing 
foreign interests. FuLBRIGHT April 26, 1963, 
said testimony showed that O'Donnell and 
his associates had, up to 1960, collected $1 
million for representing Philippine interests 
in various capacities in connection with U.S. 
legisla t ion and war claiins, in addition to the 
$150,000 in anticipated fees under the 1962 
Phllippine War Claims Act. The hearings 
showed that while working for passage of the 
war claims legislation, O'Donnell had made 
1960 congressional campaign contributions 
t otalin g $9 ,300 with funds received from the 
Philippine Ambassador. 

• 
THE 1963 PHILIPPINE CLAIMS HEARINGS 
Congressional attention was drawn to the 

1962 Philippine War Claiins Act by the Sen
ate Foreign Relations Committee's 1962-{)8 
investigation of the nondiplomatic activities 
of foreign agents. Portions of the hearings 
involving Philippine claims are given di
rectly below. 

Documents and testimony from the com
mitt ee's March 1 and April 18, 1963, hearings 
on the activities of Washington lawyer and 
lobbyist John A. O'Donnell showed that: 

O'Donnell and Francisco A. Delgado, a 
Filipino and also a former Philippine War 
Damage Commission member, had cor
responded in December 1951 and January 
1952 concerning the establishment of an as
sociation of war d amage claimants to obtain 
additional aid from the United States. In 
a January 13, 1952, letter to Delgado, O'Don
nell said he would make "an effort to arouse 
enthusiasm and start the ball rolling" even 
though "I am afraid that enthusiasm on the 
part of the interested parties and the (Philip
pine) Government here have cooled off." At 
the March 1 hearing, O'Donnell testified that 
the association was "a figment of the imagi
nation" and "just Delgado's idea" designed 
"to win some support or try to get a retainer 
to be actually honest about this thing." 

O'Donnell listed the "Philippine-American 
War Damage Claimants" or the "Philippine 
War Damage Claimants Association" as an 
employer in registering with the Clerk of the 
House under the Federal Regulation of Lob
bying Act but did not mention this con
nection, and was not questioned about it, 
when he testified in favor of the war dam
age bills before congressional committees in 
1959, 1960, and 1962. He testified instead in 
the capacity of a former member of the 
Philippine War Damage Commission. 

O'Donnell did not list his connection with 
the Philippines War Damage Claimants As
sociation in registrations with the Justice 
Department under the Foreign Agents Reg
istration Act of 1938. 

He did, however, register with the Justice 
Department as an agent for the Philippine 
Sugar Association, and did note that he 
pressed for enactment of the war damage 
bill on behalf of the Philippine sugar indus
try, but for the period covering the payments 
to Congressmen in 1960 he did not detall 
his expenditures and did not include names 
of recipients as required by the act. 

O'Donnell, October 7, 1960, received two 
checks totaling $18,000 from Ambassador 
Carlos P. Romulo at the Philippine Embassy 
in Washington. O'Donnell said he "assumed" 
the money had come from Philippine sugar 
interests. 

• • • • 
Ernest Schein, former Ph111ppine War 

Damage Commission chief examiner, had 
been O'Donnell's business associate since 
1953 or 1954. They split tees on a 4Q-60 or 
5Q-50 basis. 

O'DONNELL CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS 
Representatives: O'Donnell's testimony on 

the $9,300 in campaign contributions showed 
that 18 House Members received funds from 
him in 1960. -Four were not reelected that 
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year. Of the remainder, nine later supported 
the 1962 bill to repay individual Philippine 
claimants the $73 million in the May 9, 1962 
rollcall vote, four opposed it and one was 
unrecorded. The bill was defeated on the 
May 9 rollcall but was subsequently passed 
without further rollcalls. O'Donnell said the 
contributions were accompanied by a letter 
saying that "neither I nor my friends in the 
Philippines, for whom I occasionally speak, 
are expecting any favored position by rea
son of my small help." 

FULBRIGHT STATEMENTS 
Commenting April 18 on the hearings, 

FULBRIGHT said "the record is clear" that 
"very soon" after leaving the Philippine War 
Damage Commission, O'Donnell and Delgado 
had "conceived the purpose of obtaining 
enactment of further [Philippine war claims] 
legislation which would result in great finan
cial benefit to themselves." In a July 9 floor 
speech he said, "The hearings • • • show that 
the drive both here and in the Philippines 
for last year's $73 mUlion bill was promoted 
in large part by lobbyists who wrapped them
selves in [the] respectability of their employ
ment with the former Philippine War Dam
age Commission but in fact were being paid 
to represent some of the largest claimants." 

FULBRIGHT, April 18, said the hearings had 
revealed "significant weaknesses" in the 
Foreign Agents Registration Act because 
"Congress, the State Department, and the 
Justice Department did not know that a 
powerful moving force" behind the legisla
tion was "private gain rather than public 
welfare or national security." FULBRIGHT 
said the "legislative process has been sub
verted" and "both Congress and the Execu
tive deceived" by persons seeking "personal 
gain." On April 26 he said that when testi
fying to congressional committees on war 
claim.s legislation, O'Donnell "always • • • 
left the impression that he was testifying 
as a former Commissioner and nowhere did 
he voluntarily disclose his personal financial 
interest." 

FuLBRIGHT added: "Our records show that 
in July of 1951, less than 4 months after 
Mr. O'Donnell left the Philippine War Dam
age Commission, he entered into arrange
ments for payments to him for work on 
further legislation and for representation on 
behalf of Philippine claimants (under the 
1946 act) upon whose claims he had so 
recently passed judgment." 

"These arrangements," FULBRIGHT said, 
together with fees for representing claimants 
under the later 1948-56 Ph111ppine claims 
bills "ultimately resulted in payments to 
him and his associates by 1960 of over $1 
million. I wish to emphasize that this 
amount does not include (an estimated 
$150,000 expected in fee] payments • • • 
under the b1ll passed in 1962." 

Following the April 18 release of testimony, 
FuLBRIGHT said he would press for legislation 
immediately to deprive O'Donnell and his 
associates of any commissions or fees under 
the 1962 Philippine War Claims Act. He also 
said that since the real purpose of the 1946 
Ph11ippine Rehabilitation Act had been to 
restore the Philippine economy, and not 
simply to pay off individual claims, he 
favored amending the 1962 Ph111ppine War 
Claim.s Act, so that the $73 million payments 
it authorized would go directly to the Philip
pine Government, instead of to individual 
claimants. The Philippine Government 
could then use the funds as it chose, either 
to pay off individual claimants or for some 
worthwhile public purpose. FULBRIGHT said 
immediate action on his proposals was 
needed because payments of some claims 
under the 1962 law was imminent, but "no 
action should be taken by Congress or the 
administration which would violate any 

understandings or pledges" between the 
United States and the Philippines. 

• • • • 
FOREIGN AGENT INVESTIGATION 

The Senate, July 12, 1962, ·adopted Senate 
Resolution 362, authorizing $50,000 through 
January 31, 1963, for a Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee study of lobbyists in the 
United States representing foreign interests 
and the extent to which they attempted to 
influence U.S. policies. 

An important feature of the study con
cerned the scope and effectiveness of the 
Foreign Agents Registration Act of 1938, as 
amended, which requires firms and persons 
(other than diplomats) who represent a for
eign government or other foreign principal 
in the United States, to register with the 
Justice Department. The registrant must 
describe the nature of the work he plans to 
do for the principal, list all his offices and 
employees, list the principal's activities and 
report all funds received and spent in the 
United States and propaganda disseminated. 
Violation can bring up to 5 years in jail and 
a $10,000 fine. 

A staff study issued July 22, 1962, by the 
committee said the Justice Department had 
only sporadically enforced disclosure re
quirements under the act, with strict en
forcement limited to agents of Communist 
countries. Chairman J., W. FULBRIGHT, 
Democrat, of Arkansas, said there had been 
an increasing number of incidents involving 
attempts by foreign governments, or their 
agents, to influence the conduct of Amer
ican forelgri policy by techniques outside the 
normal diplomatic channels. 

The commitee conducted studies but held 
no open hearings in 1962 on foreign lobby
ing. Its mandate for the investigation was 
extended to January 31, 1964, by Senate 
Resolution 26, adopted · March 14, 1963, by 
tlae Senate. 

In February and March 1963, the commit
tee continued investigations and held closed 
hearings on foreign lobbying, later releasing 
the testimony. It began open hearings 
June 14, 1963. 

• • 
June 30: The committee released testi

mony taken earlier in executive session from 
members of the Washington, D.C., law ·firm 
of surrey, Karasik, Gould & Greene. Testi
mony alleged that the firm, under contract 
to the Dominican Republic Sugar Commis
sion from 1954 to 1956 to lobby for a larger 
Dominican share of the U.S. sugar import 
quota, had failed to fully report the terms 
of its contract to the Justice Department; 
had not reported the complete fee which it 
received for its services; and had attempted 
to engage an Alexandria, Va., law firm to in
fluence Senate Finance Committee Chair
man HARRY FLOOD BYRD, Democrat, Of Vir
ginia, before whose committee sugar legisla
tion was pending. 

Walter Sterling Surrey and Monroe Kara
sik, partners in the law firm, were questioned 
at length about their relationship with the 
Trujillo regime, especially about a memoran
dum sent to the head of the Sugar Commis
sion under Karasik's signature. The mem
orandum said that Karasik's firm had con
tacted a powerful law firm in BYRD's home 
State which would work with the Sugar Com
mission to arouse the Senator's sympathy for 
a larger Dominican sugar quota. 

Karasik was shown evidence that he en
dorsed a $2,500 retainer check drawn by the 
Dominican Republic for the Virginia firm, 
but said he could not remember the mem
orandum or the check. Senator BouRKE B. 
HICKENLOOPER, Republican, Of Iowa, Said he 
found Karasik's loss of memory hard to be
lieve and my disgust is complete. (Karasik 
later testified that the check might have been 
faked by the Dominicans. He said it was 

common practice for the Trujillo regime to 
siphon off public funds by showing the 
money to have gone to a legitimate business 
endeavor.) 

Samuel Efron, a former member of the law 
firm and currently a New York attorney, 
testified on the second day of hearings that 
it was he who had attempted to enlist the 
support of the Virginia law firm of Bend
helm, Fagelson, Bragg, and Giammittorio, but 
that they declined the offer. Efron said he 
puffed up the firm's relationship with BYRD 
in a cable to Kara.sik who was in the Domini
can Republic and Karasik may have puffed 
a bit to impress Dominican officials. (Ber
nard M. Fagelson, senior member of the 
Alexandria firm, testified that Efron's ref
erence to his finn as powerful and influential 
with BYRD was absolutely ridiculous.) 

July 2-The cominittee released testimony 
taken earlier from Michael B. Deane, a Wash
ington public relations man contracted by 
the Dominican Sugar Commission from 
August 1960 to September 1961 to lobby 
against withdrawal of the 321,857 tons of 
sugar reallocated to the Dominican Republic 
from the former Cuban sugar quota. 

At the outset of the hearing FULBRIGHT 
cited the Deane case as one in which a public 
relations adviser "apparently filed exagger
ated and sometimes inaccurate reports to his 
(foreign) principal • * *" which could lead 
"not only to an increase in the lobbyist's 
remuneration but also to contempt on the 
part of the foreign client for U.S. institu
tions." 

Deane testified that he, too, may have 
"puffed" about his influence among Members 
of Congress and administration officials but 
that he was hired by the Dominicans be
cause "I am a pretty knowledgeable fel1ow 
around Washington." He agreed, when 
queried further by FULBRIGHT, that he had 
misrepresented his influence by falsely writ
ing officials of the Sugar Commission that he 
had been "invited by the President" to a 
White House luncheon and had "talked with" 
Agriculture Secretary Orville L. Freeman, 
Deane said he occasionally gave himself ''too 
much credit," but "one tends to do that a 
little bit when they have a client who is out
side of Washington." 

Related development: November 27, the 
Justice Department released its annual 
report to Congress on the admiinstration of 
the Foreign Agents Registration Act. It 
showed that in calendar year 1962, nearly 

. $30 million, the greatest proportion of which 
went for legal services and public relations, 
was reported as being received by persons 
and firms in the United States representing 
foreign governments and principals. Of the 
$30 million, Washington lobbyist John A. 
O'Donnell reported receipt of $45,584 from 

· the Phllippine Sugar Association and the 
National Federation of Sugarcane Planters 
of Manila, Ernest Schein reported receipt of 
$28,122 for representing three COlombian 
sugar firms. 

CONTINGENCY FEES DELETED 

The practice of basing representation 
fees partly on contingency was in vogue 
until the 1963 Senate hearings. Since 
then, according to information filed with 
the Justice Department, none of the 
compensation is based on contingency. 

Compensation payments, however, are 
sometimes irregular. 

For example, a statement filed by 
O'Donnell for the 6-month period ending 
January 29, 1965, shows a considerable 
amount of extra income. The report in
cludes this statement by O'Donnell: 

January 1965 representation allowance 
and expenses shows an increase from $3,000 
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to $4,000. Thls ls not ln my opinion a modi
fication of my agreement with the planters. 
It was a material expression of gratitude
a voluntary act of generosity for my serv
Ices in connection with their work on coop
eratives. 

O'Donnell's compensation from the 
Philippine Sugar Association is reported 
at $1,500 a month salary with expense 
account "not exceeding $500 a month 
for transportation and $500 a month for 
office expense." However, his state
ments filed February 18, 1965, and Sep
tember 2, 1965, show $2,100 a month 
from this group for "representation al
lowance, salary, office, and general ex
penses." 

In addition, he reported getting $3,000 
from the National Federation of Sugar
cane Planters--Philippines---on May 19, 
1965, and $4,000 on January 4. 

His February 18 report showed two 
compensation payments on December 21, 
each in the amount of $1,000. 

Lobbyists who formerly got contin
gency fees include Oscar L. Chapman of 
Chapman and Friedman, representing 
Mexico. An agreement dated December 
30, 1954, by the Mexican Government 
showed remuneration at $20,000 a year 
plus 25 cents per ton in increase in basic 
or permanent sugar quota. An agree
ment dated January 11, 1961, increased 
this annual fee to $50,000, and the con
tingency arrangement was later deleted. 

The Dawson, Griffin, Pickens & Riddell 
firm, representing Indian Sugar Mills As
sociation, under an agreement signed 
May 21, 1962, was to get $50,000 if the 
Sugar Act Amendments of 1962 extended 
the Sugar Act of 1948 for a period of only 
1 year. If the extension amounted to 2 
years or more then payment would be 
$33,000 a year, not to exceed $99,000, with 
expenses not to exceed $5,000 a year and 
not to exceed a total of $15,000. This 
agreement was modified by a letter dated 
June 21, 1965, which set for the com
pensation "at a rate of $20,000 per year, 
not to exceed $100,000 for so long a pe
riod of time as the foreign quota provi
sions of the Sugar Act. If the act is not 
extended, then compensation shall be' 
$20,000 a year, expenses not to exceed 
$5,000 a year in either event." 

AlbertS. Nemir, representing Brazilian 
Sugar and Alcohol Institute, was to get a 
minimum fee of $35,100 per year for 1962 · 
and 1963. The agreement also provided 
a commission of 25 cents per metric ton 
of Brazilian sugar effectively shipped 
from Brazil to the U.S. consumers mar
ket. The compensation agreement filed 
with Justice Department said: 

The commission referred to in the present 
clause, plus the minimum fee for 1 year as 
established under clause 2, cannot under any 
condition exceed yearly the sum of $95,200. 

A memo filed March 9, 1963, indicated 
the agreement covered a period to De
cember 31, 1963, and provided a minimum 
fee of $25,000 a year. No fee income has 
been reported since December 31, 1962. 

The most recent income reported was 
$31,511.06 received December 31, 1962. 
This was for the 6-month period which 
ended March 9, 1963. 

JUAN BOSCH'S DEMAND FOR U.S. 
DAMAGES IS ARROGANT 

Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr .. RoGERS] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the ·RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak

er, former Dominican President Juan 
Bosch's demand that the United States 
pay $1 billion in damages for its role 
in preventing the Red takeover of Santo 
Domingo is arrogant. 

This demand is nothing but an attempt 
to boost Bosch. While other Dominicans 
are trying to be constructive in their 
country, Bosch is adding to chaos by 
acting in his own self-interest. If he 
is such a Dominican patriot why did he 
wait until the shooting stopped to return 
to his country. 

A total of over $15 million in U.S. aid 
was extended to the Dominican Repub
lic last year. 

That country still owes us over $100 
million in loans. While they are being 
repaid according to schedule, Bosch is 
doing little to further cooperation be
tween the United States and the Domini
can Republic. 

RETIREMENT OF DR. LUTHER L. 
TERRY 

Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. JONES] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, 

I wish to pay tribute today to an emi
nent Alabamian, who has achieved a re
markable and enviable record in the field 
of health and medicine. I refer to Dr. 
Luther L. Terry, who retires as Surgeon 
General of the U.S. Public Health Serv
ice on September 30. 

Dr. Terry leaves his post to take up 
new duties as vice president in charge 
of medical affairs of the University of 
Pennsylvania, where he will continue to 
contribute effectively to the strength and 
skills of the medical profession. He will 
administer the affairs of the schools of 
medicine, dental medicine, veterinary 
medicine, nursing, and allied professions 
as well as the activities of the university 
hospital and the graduate hospital. 
Each year he will be responsible for the 
professional training of some 2,000 men 
and women. 

In recent years, Mr. Speaker, the Con
gress has recognized through legislation 
the critical need for expanded training 
opportunities in the medical profession. 
It is indeed gratifying to know that a 
leader of the caliber of Dr. Terry is en
listing in this tremendously vital drive 
to bring the American people improved 
and advanced medical services. 

Dr. Terry is a native of Red Level, Ala., 
where his father was a general practi
tioner of medicine. Much of his earlier 
instruction in medicine and medical 
training was received in Alabama schools 
and hospitals. Alabama is justifiably 
proud of this. 

Dr. Terry made his mark at the Na
tional Institutes of Health where after 
8 years of distinguished service he was 
named Assistant Director of the National 
Heart Institute. President Kennedy ap
pointed him Surgeon General in 1961. 

I have worked with Dr. Terry on legis
lation but more importantly I know him 
as a friend. He has given much to the 
medical profession, to his State, and to 
his Nation. 

He has been a dedicated and conscien
tious public servant, Mr. Speaker, and 
the Public Health Service will miss his 
leadership. 

But knowing the man, I know he will 
continue to serve his country and his pro
fession. I salute Dr. Terry and wish him 
Godspeed. 

AN ANALYSIS OF THE ANTI
POVERTY· PROGRAM 

Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. DENT] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, one of the 

!IllOSt important achievements of this 
Congress, in my humble opinion, was the 
passage of the antipoverty legislation. 
The commitment of this administration 
to fight to end poverty in our midst--a 
new idea in organized government--was 
met, as are all new ideas, with contro
versy, and criticism. Criticism of the 
program is ofttimes based upon a com
plete ignorance of the concept of 
poverty. 

When I was a small boy in a coal min
ing camp, many of our citizens con
sidered poverty a way of life and not a 
blight upon the body politic or a serious 
concern of the Nation as it really was 
and is now. It is refreshing, therefore, 
to read a series of articles not specifically 
an out-and-out endorsement of the pro
gram as it is in being, but at least an 
analysis to be absorbed in the evaluation 
the articles undertake. 

Petty political bickering and expansive 
publicity that appeared early in the ad
ministration of the program have acted 
as a deterrent in getting it on its way 
to achieving the goals intended. 

I believe every Member of Congress 
should read these articles from the Na
tional Observer, a national newspaper 
covering the subject not on a local or re
gional basis, but from a view of national 
impact. These articles should be read 
so that blind criticism may be tempered 
with a better understanding of the 
problems involved. 

I myself have been critical of some 
of the specifics in the administration, 
particularly under Head Start where we 
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are attempting to teach fundamental 
language, reading, and writing in a vast 
area of need. This criticism, however, 
is only because of my impatience as well 
as that of many others to get on with 
the job and to get the program in full 
swing, and is not aimed at the persons 
charged with the responsibility of 
administration. 

I pray that Members will read these 
articles and then take a firm look at the 
antipoverty war and take a little pride 
in the knowledge that they have been 
a part of the first drive made in human 
history to relegate poverty as such to the 
dark days of the past, a part of the drive 
to move forward with hope and desire 
to eliminate want and need so that igno
rance and hunger may no longer be a 
part of the American scene. 

Mr. Speaker, the articles from the Na
tional Observer follow: 
[From the National Observer, Aug. 16, 1965] 
LE.nRNING ABoUT SLUM LIFE: EYE-OPENING 

TRAINING FOR VISTA's VoLuNTEERS 
BALTIMORE.-"A bunch Of US went down

town to a movie. We saw people nicely 
dressed; and, in a way, it was a nice feeling 
to be back with this kind of people. But 
then, after the movie, here we were walking 
down Pratt Street back to the slum. It made 
us realize how blind we were in the past-
bypassing everything by taking the express
way back to the suburbs." 

These comments come from 20-year-old 
Wayne Dorris of Boston. who recently gradu
ated from an intensive 6-week training 
course conducted here by the University of 
Maryland School of Social Work. Mr. Dorris 
and his 26 fellowgraduates are now at work 
in a variety of assignments: Employment 
counseling in Atlanta, youth work in Detroit, 
legal counseling in San Francisco, or neigh
borhood-center work in Durham, N.C. They 
are among the more than 1,000 VISTA (Vol
unteers in Service to America) volunteers 
now in the field as part of the Office of Eco
nomic Opportunity's war on poverty. 

All of the VISTA volunteers have received 
instruction at one of 20 training centers over 
the country. The Baltimore center was one 
of the first established and has influenced 
the pattern of the other centers, which are 
aimed at preparing volunteers to face the 
problexns of urban poyerty. 

THE MOST LASTING LESSON 
Mr. Dorris' recognition that his eyes were 

previously closed to the poverty around him 
is perhaps the most lasting lesson the volun
teers can be taught at these centers. "We 
are dealing with middle-class people coming 
out of the middle-class background," says 
Ernest M. Kahn, the 39-year-old social work
er who heads the training center. "They 
must face the question: 'How do I really feel 
when I get involved with the dirt and grime 
of poverty?' " 

Adds Mrs. Patricia M. Keith, ·assistant di
rector: "A good part of the purpose of the 
assignments is to get the trainees used to 
observing and seeing. We are trying to help 
them learn how to see what's happening 
around them." 

The assignments Mrs. Keith alludes to in
clude fieldwork 3 days a week in which 
the trainees are placed with a number of 
social or welfare agencies to work on actual 
cases under direction of agency staff mem
bers. The assignment might be to a boys' 
club, city hospital, family and children's 
society office, or neighborhood community 
center. 

OBSERVE, TALK, AND REPORT 
Then there are the weekly observation 

assignments in which the trainees in small 
groups take the bus to places where they 
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can learn how the poor live-public-housing 
projects, public markets, health clinics, pool 
halls, or flophouses. The trainees are asked 
to observe and talk to people and write a 
report on what they have seen. 

"We want these people to develop some 
ability and some skill at visiting with the 
poor," says Mr. Kahn. "They get so they're 
not shocked at the stench of urine, for ex
ample. And they begin to deal with these 
people as people; after a while they are able 
to offer some specific help. Often, they have 
the time to do things that the harassed regu
lar social worker for the agency just doesn't 
have time to do." 

Mr. Kahn cites the case of a girl assigned 
to Hopkins Hospital, who was told to follow 
up a case of a mother who failed to give her 
child medicine prescribed by the hospital. 
The trainee found that the mother wasn't 
following instructions because she didn't 
know how to tell time. In half an hour the 
trainee was able to teach her and straighten 
out the problem. 

The training program also includes lec
tures by social work professors and welfare
agency executives on various aspects of the 
poverty problem: Mental health and poverty, 
family life in the slums, health services for 
the poor, and the like. There are also Satur
day morning workshops at which specific 
skills are taught, such as tutoring, home
making, group leadership, community orga
nization, folk dancing, and creative arts. 
Each week in three 2-hour seminars, led by 
experienced social workers, the trainees dis
cuss questions raised in their fieldwork, ob
servation, and lecture assignments, and also 
talk about their own attitudes about poverty 
and the training program. 

These sessions not only enable the volun
teers to crystallize their impressions, but 
all:ow VISTA officials to evaluate the volun
teers preparatory to the inevitable screen
ing-out process, which includes several inter
views with a clinical psychologist. Out of 
the 34 candidates who started this particular 
6-week cycle, 4 were dropped and 3 others 
quit. The final decision on dropping a vol
unteer is made by a six-man board of three 
training-center staff members and three 
VISTA staffers from Washington. The ses
sions also help the volunteers gain an in
sight into their own motives for joining 
VISTA. 

Says Oscar Carter, the training placement 
officer: "For one thing, they're getting away 
from parental domination. For a lot of 
them it's their first time away from home on 
their own. Secondarily, there's an altruistic 
motive; they want to help people less fortu
nate than themselves. And there are quite 
a few who are trying to determine their pro
fessional direction. They are using this as 
a practical test of whether they want to work 
for a public service agency." 

A CLEAN SHEET OVER THE BEDBUGS 
"I haven't been as exc!lted about anything 

in my life," says Ann Weinhold, 22, of Ithaca, 
N.Y. Miss Weinhold describes one 3-week 
effort to clean up a three-story house where 
an 81-year-old woman, crippled by arthritis, 
amd her 69-year-old diabetic husband lived. 

"There were ratholes in the kitchen. And 
when we came to change the bed linen, there 
were literally thousands of bedbugs crawl
ing on the beds. To get rid of them, you'd 
have had to destroy the mattress and burn 
the sheets. We didn't have the authority 
to do that; so we put clean sheets on top 
of the bedbugs and at that point, it was up 
to the sanitation department and the public 
health nurse." 

Says another of this crop of trainees, 20-
year-old Marllou Hunt of Lehman, Pa., "I 
had never seen a slum until I came to Balti
more. The first time I walked in that kind 
of neighborhood, I got called nasty names, 
and it really shocked me." 

The problem of developing mee.ningful 
communication with the poor struck home to 

a number of the tra;inees. Eric Metzner, 24, 
of Tucson, did his field work in a Negro 
boys' club. "There was a tremendous prob
lem in trying to talk to the boys on a level 
of other than 'Let's play ping-pong,'" Mr. 
Metzner says. "They were a-Il colored kids
and you're white. So they assume you're 
a social worker; and why talk to a social 
worker?" 

THEY WEBE WORLDS APART 
Twenty-year-old Henry Garland of Ber

genfield, N.J., who developed a tutoring pro
gram at the same boys' club, reported a sim
ilar experience. "The kids were very reluc
tant to talk to a white person," Mr. Garland 
says. "It was their world and our world; 
they had a way of communicating among 
themselves that set them apart. Many of 
them had a sense of being satisfied with 
what they had; they knew they would grow 
up to be the useless black males you'd see 
around that area, and that was that." 

But with a few of the youngsters, Mr. Gar
land was able to make real headway as a 
tutor. And this gives him hope. "If you can 
establish ties like that in only 6 weeks, 1n 
the year we're going to be working, well, 
poverty won't be unheard of after the 
year," he says, "but some few people might 
have been helped." 

GETTING NEW PERSPECTIVES 
Preconceptions about the poor were altered 

for many of the trainees by the 6-weelt 
course. Says David Meador, 21, of San An
tonio, who joined VISTA after 2 years of 
college: 

"I had read all these books, and I thought 
I had these people pegged. But I found the 
people I met to be intelligent and sensitive 
to a tremendous degree, to have great con
cern for their families, and to want to better 
themselves-characteristics which I didn't 
expect to find. There were those who were 
uninte111gent and laZy, but not to the de
gree I anticipated. Many were people who 
really wanted to do something for them
selves and their kids, and were just not able 
to do it." 

Adds 19-year-old Marilyn Watts of De~
ver, a former Colorado University freshman, 
"I doubt very much that I'll ever be able to 
go back and think like my friends again." 

The trainees had indeed changed over the 
6-week period. And, if most of them would 
carry little in the way of sk1lls or work ex
perience to their VISTA assignments, they 
might well make up for that deficiency 1n 
the enthusiasm and dedication of youth. 

In his final talk to them, the day before 
they left for their permanent VISTA assign
ments in the field, Mr. Kahn warned them 
not to expect Utopia: "All kinds of thingl! 
can happen. Don't expect the fire depart
ment band to be on hand, and everything 
l:ald out for you when you arrive." 

JAMES R. CONANT. 

[From the National Observer, Aug. 16, 1965] 
HOW PROJECT HEAD START Is WORKING: YELL 
COUNTY GETS A HANDLE ON POVERTY PROBLEK 

OLA, ARK.-Cindy is a 5-year-old girl with 
delicate features and flowing ·black hair who 
had never seen an elephant. But last month 
she and her 39 classmates at a local school 
in Yell County here boarded a bus, clutch
ing their picnic lunches, and drove to Little 
Rock, 90 miles to the east. There, at the 
zoo, she saw an elephant. "It had a long 
nose," she exclaimed last week. "It was 
bigger than a turtle. Bigger than my 
daddy." Now she draws pictures of ele
phants 1n watercolors, and pictures of her
self, which show a girl with spindly legs, a 
round stomach, and a grin on her face. 

Cindy doesn't know it, but the trip to 
the zoo, the watercolors, the songs she's 
taught to sing, the nourishing lunch she's 
served in school, the games she's taught to 
play--even the contests to see who can wash 
his hands the cleanest--all are designed to 



25222 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE September 27, 1965 

prepare her for entering first grade next 
month. For Cindy 1s one of those 500,000 
children who are enrolled in the Federal 
antipoverty program's Project Head Start, 
the program aimed at bringing youngsters 
from what sociologists call "culturally de
prived" homes closer to the level of the class
mates they will soon meet. The program 
originally was planned as an 8-week sum
mer project, but the response has been so 
good, said Federal Antipoverty Director R. 
Sargent Shriver last week, that the Govern
ment will make Head Start a year-round 
project. 

Rural Yell County, where a steadily de
cllning population (now 12,000) exists on 
an average family income of $2,600 a year, 
is a good place to see Project Head Start in 
operation. It is a county where girls and 
boys from homes like Cindy's have tradi
tionally quit school long before graduation. 
There are as many adults here with less 
than an eighth-grade education as there are 
with more. 

SCANT SCHOOLING IS NO BAR 
One reason for the high dropOut rate is 

that a limited education has never served 
as much of a handicap. Yell County resi
dents could make a living on family farms 
growing row crops like corn and cotton, or 
find employment in one of the sawmills 
and woodpulp factories that process tim
ber from the area's deep forests. 

But things are changing, here as in other 
rural areas. Increasingly, larger farms are 
squeezing out the small producer, and cut
backs in the timber industry have idled 
many. To provide steady employment and 
curb the steady population loss to the cities 
(15 percent since 1950), county leaders are 
seeking to attract new industry and develop 
the area's lakes and woods for recreation. 
Industry's demands for a skilled labor sup
ply have spurred the county to establish 
an antipoverty program, with the emphasis 
on education. Project Head Start is part 
of the effort. 

Explains Mrs. Hazel Marcum, a fourth 
grade teacher, who directs the local Head 
Start project: "A lot of kids show up for 
the first day of school showing serious e-ffects 
from neglect. They don't have shoes, or 
they're not clean. Some from large fami
lies can't say more than a few words. They 
can't keep up in class, and they're laughed 
at. It doesn't take long before they lose 
interest." 

WHAT THE CHILDREN ARE TAUGHT 
To prevent this year's crop of first graders 

from being laughed at, the Federal Govern
ment is pouring $84 million in antipoverty 
funds into Head Start projects in 2,300 com
munities. Yell ·County's program cost 
•49,000, 90 percent of it to be paid by the 
Federal Government. The county will pay 
the rest. At half-day sessions in the coun
ty's 7 schools, 233 pupils learn to recognize 
colors and shapes, to use scissors, listen to 
music, recite nursery rhymes, and identify 
simple household objects like a toothbrush 
and a bar of soap. 

In addition to the zoo, the youngsters have 
been taken on trips to a supermarket, a dam, 
a movie (Walt Disney's "Cinderella") , a li
brary, and to Arkansas Polytechnic College 
in nearby Russellville, where an unexpected 
attraction proved to be the public rest
rooms. "Many of them had never seen in
door plumbing before," a teacher explained. 

Visit the Ola School here, and you get an 
idea of the problem. A few faces are gaunt. 
One child has burns on her chin, which her 
teachers think might have come from hud
dling too close to a stove to keep warm. 
Mrs. Marc-um points to a thin girl at the cor
ner of a "taible who is rubbing her eyes, and 
whose dress hangs down almost to her 
ankles. 

"We had a devil of a time getting her 
here," she says. "It took three visits to the 

home before her mother would let he!I" come. 
Some of the other children in the family 
have never been to school. Their mother 
said there was no u se sending them. 

SHE'S GETTING ANIMATED 
"When we finally got her, she didn't eat 

her snack (of milk and cookies) in the 
morning, or her lunch for 3 days. Just 
chewed bubble gum off in a corner and 
rubbed her eyes. Now she's eating and be
ginning to talk to the other children. At the 
zoo, she jumped around like crazy, and she 
talked the whole way back on the bus." 

But these children are exceptions. Most 
are normal, healthy, and active. "Wa:"lt to 
look at my colo!I"ing book?" one of the class' 
two Negro pupils asks. He wants a visitor to 
see a crayon drawing he did, a caged ham
ster, and a plant that he and other young
sters take turns watering. 

If you judge H~ad Start as an experiment 
in cultural enrichment, it seems to be work
ing well here. The children benefiting by 8 
weeks of special summer schooling are in
deed from impoverished homes. A ratio of 
1 teacher for each 16 pupils assures personal 
attention to each child's needs, and the work 
of the teachers is supplemented by 14 teach
er aides, most of them college students or 
graduates. 

But Head Start is not without its prob
lems here, and those problems are re
flected in the experiences of other Head Start 
communities across the Nation. 

Antipoverty officials in Washington argue 
that if the opportunity offered to Head Start 
youth is to have any lasting effect, it must 
be reinforced in the home. The program, 
therefore, provides for employing parents of 
the children as paid volunteers in the schools 
(as teacher aides and recreation leaders, for 
example), and for extending community 
services to help parents with family prob
lems. Under the Yell County program, five 
home economists have been hired to teach 
low-income mothers proper budgeting, cook
ing skills, nutrition, and health care. 

But this part of the program has met with 
little success. Says Boss Mitchell, Yell 
County antipoverty director: "When some 
of these mothers are working 8 or 9 hours a 
day they don't feel like going to a meeting 
at night to learn how to run their home. 
Some who aren't working wouldn't be good 
examples for the kids in school. Or they 
have a feeling that their clothes aren't good 
enough or their hair's not fixed right." 

Medical treatment is another problem. 
Every youngster in Head Start is to be given 
a complete health checkup. Under Yell 
County's budget, local physicians are paid 
$2 and local dentists $2 for each examination 
they give. But Washington has made no al
lowance for correcting the deficiencies de
tected. Examinations on local children here 
have revealed deficiencies, including bad 
teeth, malnutrition, possible tuberculosis, 
and one child suffering from a heart defect. 
Mrs. Marcum hopes that local welfare funds 
will be made available to treat some children, 
but she has no assurance of it. 

Head Start officials in Washington ac
knowledge these problems. "This parental 
involvement thing has not gone as well as we 
think it can go," says Jule M. Sugarman, 
the program's deputy associate director, "but 
we've made a start." Head Start administra
tors say they anticipated that some medical 
problems might go uncorrected, but they rea
son that uncovering the deficiencies is an 
achievement nonetheless. 

SOME SIDE EFFECTS 

Though it is too early to assess the results 
of Head Start, the program has already had 
some notable side effects in Yell County. It 
is the first major project undertaken jointly 
by the county's seven autonomous school 
districts. In the past; programs such as for
eign-language instruction or music that no 

single school district could support have 
sometimes been abandoned because of lack 
of cooperation among the districts. Head 
Start also appears to have wiped out the last 
vestiges o! racial segregation in county 
schools. Washington insisted on countywide 
integration as a condition of releasing Head 
Start funds. Finally, the project has set 
precedent by keeping school doors open dur
ing the summer months. 

Local officials now seek to employ county 
schools as a year-round weapon in the anti
poverty program. Twenty-six adults are 
learning to read and write in new basic edu
cation classes. Vocational-training courses 
have been proposed to teach new skills to 
the jobless. Remedial reading classes for po
tential school dropouts, begun this summer, 
will be expanded when the fall term begins. 
And if Washington approves the county's 
$150,000 request for a continuation or Head 
Start, next year's crop of low-income first
graders may get a heavier dose of preschool 
training than was available this summer. 

"I don't guess we have any more of a pov
erty problem than a lot of other areas," says 
county antipoverty chief, Mitchell. "But 
we've got a handle on our problem. With a 
little bit of education, maybe we can lick 
it." 

MARK R. ARNOLD. 

[From the National Observer, Aug. 30, 1965] 
"SUBPROFESSIONAL"-THREAT TO WELFARE 

WORKERs?: How SELF-HELP Is A KEY IN 
THE WAR ON POVERTY 
PITTSBURGH.-A vast army of antipoverty 

workers is pr.owling the Nation's slums, in
vading schoolrooms and hospitals, and pro
viding in the process both a service and a 
challenge to the professionals who guard the 
Nation's traditional health, education, and 
welfare institutions. 

In the war on poverty's most direct self
help effort, local community-action agencies 
across the country have recruited 15,000 
slum residents-people whose knowledge of 
poverty is firsthand. Fresh from the welfare 
rolls or the ranks of the unemployed, they 
are whisked through quickie training 
co"urses, put on salaries of $4,000 to $5,000 a 
year, and sent back to the slums where they 
grew up to help lift their neighbors from 
poverty. Washington officials say their abil
ity to communicate with the poor often 
makes these grass-roots antipoverty workers 
more effective than trained professionals 
who have worked the same areas for years. 

In Pittsburgh, 250 of these neighborhood 
workers, or "subprofessionals." already are 
on the antipoverty payroll. They are help
ing the needy find jobs and housing, assis·t
ing slow learners in slum classrooms, direct
ing troubled families to agencies that can 
help them, and teaching homemaking skills 
to needy mothers. 

A THREAT TO STANDARDS? 
The pra,ctice has serious implications for 

the professionals in the field of social wel
fare. Some social workers see a potential 
threat in the prospect of untrained workers 
performing the tasks they spent years pre
paring for. Many local school boards are 
resisting pressure to let subprofessionals into 
the classrooms. The major professional or
ganizations have met with Sargent Shriver, 
Director of the antipoverty program, to seek 
assurances that they will not be bypassed 
by the program. 

So far, however, Mr. Shriver's lieutenants 
have encountered less resistance than they 
anticipated. They stress that neighborhood 
workers can free the professional from rou
tine chores-recordkeeping in hospitals, 
lunchroom supervision in schools-that pre
·vent him from making full-time use of his 
training. They argue, too, that the work of 
the neighborhood workers can help bridge 
the gap between the demand and supply of 
trained health aides, teachers, and social 
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workers. Antipoverty officials estimate that 
10,000 vacancies for social workers exist tn 
the Nation. 

WHll;RE THEY MAy ExCEt. 

But the criticism could grow in the next 
few months. The number of subprofession
als will rise to 66,000 by mid-1966. As these 
workers advance througb. the ranks of local 
community-action programs, they wm in
creasingly be seated opposite the profession
als on decisionmaking boards. Obviously, 
no one intends that a,mateurs should try 
their ha,nd at treating mental or :physical 
disorders, or tackle other $ensitive problems 
requiring a high degree of s~ialization. 
But Washington suspects there are many 
joos traditionally lleld down by professionals 
at which neighborhood workers can excel. 
Direct-contact social work is one. Teaching 
slum children is another. Says a Federal 
community-action official: "Sometimes a 
school dropout can communicate be·tter with 
a poorly motiva,ted slum kid than the 
teacher can. Why shouldn't he be allowed 
to try?" 

If nothing else, the use of subprofessionals 
will test the validity of the standards that 
professionals set up as qualifications for entry 
into their ranks. Some critics contend these 
standards are artificially high, and serve only 
to deny needed services to the poor. 

Pittsburgh's community action program 
gives some clues to the variety of ways in 
which the poor are being recruited to help 
their neighbors. 

Under a $95,000 contract with the mayor's 
committee on human resources, the local 
antipoverty agency, the board of public as
sistance has taken 30 mothers off relief and 
trained them to teach cooking, sanitation, 
and other skills to needy mothers in the 
home. The board's usual qualifica tion for 
such work: a college degree in home eco
nomics. 

Pittsburgh's Board of Education is using 
antipoverty funds to hire 167 subprofessionals 
to work with regular teachers in the class
rooms. The usual qualification :for teachers: 
A college degree with 18 hours of education 
courses. 

Antipoverty lawyers will break new ground 
in the next few weeks by hiring subprofes
sionals to set up interviews, gather informa
tion, and interview parties in welfare, credit, 
and housing disputes. 

The county health department h as hired 
56 subprofessionals to interview welfare 
families needing health care, to comfort 
the sick, to identify basic illness, and to 
staff mobile clinics in impoverished neighbor
hoods. 

WORKING IN EIGHT TARGET AREAS 

Other local agencies with antipoverty con
tracts from the mayor's committee are train
ing the poor to work out of neighborhood 
service centers in the city's eight target 
areas--the areas where the city is waging its 
antipoverty war. These subprofessionals are 
conducting job-placement interviews, help
ing the needy find clothing and housing, lead
ing night classes in consumer counseling and 
home repairs, and serving as caseworkers. 

Mrs. Audrey Glenn, 31, the mother of 
three, is a caseworker. A high school drop
out, she was a welfare recipient for 7 years 
before being plucked from the relief rolls by 
the mayor's committee. After 3 weeks of 
training, she was sent back to the slums 
of the city's Hill district, where she grew up, 
to help her neighbors. 

Mrs. Glenn sees her role as "part coun
selor, part real estate agent (she finds hous
ing for people) , part taxi driver to take people 
who need help to the hospital, and part 
traffic cop to direct them to the services that 
are available." 

David G. Hill, Pittsburgh's 32-year-old 
community-action director, considers Mrs. 
Glenn and her fellow neighborhood wor'kers 
the nucleus of the city's $9 million anti-

poverty p rogram-and tb.e chief ho:pe for its 
success. "The biggest prob!em when yol,l're 
dealing with the :poor is one ort communica
tion," he says. "All kinds of agep.cies have 
bee1;1, seeking to peJp the poor for years. At 
the same time you ha,ve all these people who 
need help ·and ' don't ;know where to turn. 
They dqn't read tbe papers. ';!'hey don't get 
the fllessage on TV, They're S\lspi.cious of 
outsiders. These subprofesstopal:s are our 
con:p.ectin~ Itnk.. They have faceq the same 
barriers ·an<;l. spe!'l.k the ~?arne lan,gua~e. PE}Q
;plE: open up to t:P,em," 

Mrs. Glenn :nas met l.ittle :reE~ista.:nce to 
ll«::lp on ber rounds in the HiU district. She 
recalls a Negro woman she met pushiug a 
b~bY carriage down a cooolestone street. "I 
saJ<l., 'Wbat a cute "baby you h.ave.' Slle said, 
'It's not mlne, it'& IUY daugh.ter's.' I aslted, 
'Wh.ere's your daugbter?' .And she said ner 
daugbter was tn tlle hospital havlng ~notller 
baby." Witll ~ few more qu~ttons, Mrs. 
Glenn learned tl:l~t the baby's father was 
about to be drafted, that the couple was not 
legally married, and that the rent might not 
be paid on time. Since then she has been 
working with the family and city agencies 
to help straighten out their problems. 

AIMING FOR INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE 

But the neighborhood workers have a role 
that goes beyond breaking down the barriers 
of suspicion that many troubled families ·erect 
toward outsiders. 

Often, antipoverty warriers insist, tradi
tional welfare programs have ignored the 
people who needed their services most. This 
happens, they say, either because the pro
grams are designed to conform to the admin
istrators' concept--often mistaken--of the 
needs of the poor, or because of arbitrary 
bureaucratic restrictions. The neighborhood 
workers "identify with the poor," says an 
antipoverty official. 

With the bait of antipoverty funds, Mr. 
H11l's agency is trying to entice welfare serv
ices-from Salvation Army to public assist
ance and Traveler's Aid-to reexamine their 
programs. In a sense, the city's antipoverty 
program is the tail that seeks to wag the 
welfare dog. 

FATHER IS DISHWAS HER 

Wagging the welfare dog is not always easy, 
as Mrs. Glenn knows from her own experience 
and that of the people with whom she now 
works. She cites the example of the woman 
she met with the baby carriage: 

"When the daughter came home from the 
hospital, I went to visit her. She and the 
children's father have a two-room apart
ment that's horrible, and it cost s them $100 
a month. He's making $40 a week as a dish
washer. His mother had been on welfare. 
He's a high school graduate and bright 
enough to be in college, but n o one ever took 
an in terest in him. Now that he's about to 
be drafted, he could be deferred since he has 
a family to support. But he can't prove 
he's got to support his family to the draft 
board unless he produces a marriage license 
or .a notarized statement saying they're his 
children . I want to get them married, but 
he doesn 't h ave the $15 for a blood test, 
which you need to get m arried. I'm trying 
to get welfare to lend him the money for 
the blood test, but they're dragging their 
feet.'' 

Much of Mrs. Glenn's work-and that of 
Mr. Hill-involves persuading agencies to 
be more responsive to people who need help. 
On e official calls this "breaking down the 
bureaucrat ic mentalit y t h at makes some 
administrators consider human problems as 
just more paperwork." 

AN INCENTIVE TO REFORM 

Mr. Hill concedes that "promoting institu
tional change" is a difficult job. "Some of 
the agencies resist new ideas," he says, "and 
new ways of dealing with problems. The 
whole idea of citizen participation is foreign 

to them." But he believes that the threat of 
cutting off an agency's antipoverty subsidy 
will prove a powerful incentive to reform. 

Some traditional administrators see the 
subprofessionals as a divisive force, raising 
false hopes in the community, and breeding 
disillusionment with established institutions. 
"They're sendin~ :people in here looking for 
handouts,'' moans a welfare official in Pitts
burgh, "and when they don't get them, we 
get the blame." 

Too, neighborhood workers sometimes 
overstep the bounds of their competence. 
"Not only are some of these people giving 
legal advice,'' complains an antipoverty law
yer in Washin~ton, D.O., "they're giving bad 
legal advice.'' 

AND W!,IEr'{ 'l'aE 1;'00}\ A&~N'T POOl\.? 

And some entbusiastlc supporters of t:b,e 
neigh.bo:r:noo(l-worker program wol}.der bow 
long the formerly !mpoveri~>.P.ed oan ~1\in
tain the idel;ltincl\tipn w~t:Q the poor. a;n 
ldentincatton tllat is tlle ltey to their 'ij,B~
fulness. Asks Aaron Schmais, Mr. Shriver's 
watchdog on local community-action em
ployment of subprofessionals: "When you 
take a poor person and pay him $4,000 or 
$5,000 a year, does he represent the interests 
of the poor anymore? What happens wben 
he starts wanting buttons . on his phone, 
plush bookcases, and the other office status 
symbols?" 

Despite these problems, Washington is so 
hopeful that the idea will work that plan
ners are studying ways of using subprofes
sionals to open up vast new fields of em
ployment. Besides working in "human serv
ices," Mr. Schmais says, the subprofessionals 
could be used in such fields as conservation, 
air pollution, and urban renewal. 

Mr. Schmais argues that the subprofes
sional concept is actually an extension of 
efforts that have been accepted for years. He 
cites hospitals, "First you had the doctors, 
then the nurses, then nurses' aides. In the 
antipoverty program, we're doing the same 
thing: Breaking down traditional jobs and 
opening them up to new kinds of personnel 
to meet a growing need." Nor is he surprised 
that there is resistance: "All the major in
stitutional systems are loath to let in any
one who has less than the set credentials," 
he says. 

Mr. Schmais is by training a psychologist. 
Before joining the antipoverty program, he 
spent several years as a social worker in 
East Harlem, where he learned that profes
sional training often can be something less 
than an indispensable tool in helping the 
poor. 

"What credentials do you really need to 
work with a poor family?" he asks. "Do 
you really need 2 years of graduate study 
for some kinds of work? We want to get 
the professionals thinking about questions 
like these. Maybe some of the skills you 
really need are those the professionals don't 
have because they've never been faced with 
poverty." 

MARK R. ARNOLD. 

[From the National Observer, Aug. 30, 1965] 
A STEP-UP IN AID FOR LOS ANGELES; 

THE MOSK PROPHECY 

Fifteen months ago Stanley Mosk, then 
California's attorney general, wrote a report 
warning that Los Angeles Police Chief Wil
liam H. Parker and his department were 
likely targets of Negro resentment. 

Mr. Mosk predicted that "in Los Angeles 
if demonstrators are joined by the Negro 
community at large," the militia would have 
to be called in. "Millions in property dam
age may ensue, untold lives may be lost, and 
California will h ave received an unsurpassed 
injury to her reputation ." 

Mr. Mask's prophecy came true. But last 
week the Federal Government, the California 
State administration, and others were trying 
to make sure that it wouldn't happen again. 
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President Johnson named a special task 

force of Federal officials, headed by Deputy 
Attorney General Ramsey Clark, to formulate 
a rehabilitation plan for t he devastated 
Watts area, the scene of the heaviest rioting. 
The Government anticipates programs for ex
panding surplus food distribution, accelerat
ing const ruction of low-income housing, in- . 
creasing health and medical services, and en
rolling jobless youths in vocat ional training. 

A political deadlock between Los Angeles 
Mayor Samuel W. Yorty and Sargent Shriver's 
Federal Office of Economic Opportunity was 
broken, releasin g $20 million in antipoverty 
funds in time to benefit slum children re
turning to city schools next month. 

Gov. Edmund G. Brown's eight-man inves
tigating panel, headed by John A. McCone, 
former director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency, began an inquiry into the underlying 
causes of the riots. At least two other in
vestigations were underway. One was under 
the direction of the Los Angeles city council; 
the other by a group of Protestant church
men. 

These efforts will be augmented by othen~ 
in the next few weeks. The Congress of Ra
cial Equallty intends to set up consumer co
operatives and credit unions in the 45-
square-mile Watts area. Other civil rights 
groups are planning to help in the rehabil1-
tation. The city council will reconsider its 
decision last October against establishing a 
human relations commission to deal with ra
cial problems. 

President Johnson, commenting on the 
riot, said last week that all these efforts are 
"too late. The tragedy has already occurred, 
the dead cannot be revived, and the scars of 
inaction over many years have begun to show 
themselves." 

"THE BOYS WHO LAST SO DAYS USUALLY STAT 
ON": AT A Jou CoRPS CENTER, DISCIPLINE 
IMPROVES, BUT MANY PROBLEMS PERSIST 

(By Mark R. Arnold) 
RoYAL, ARK.-A year ago, Albert Ziegler, a 

bright, eager, athletic Negro school dropout, 
was washing dishes in a hamburger stand in 
San Antonio, convinced he was "going no
where" in life. Last week, shortly after 
I talked to him at the Ouachita Job Corps 
Conservation Center here, Alberte ("Zig" to 
his friends) left for Washington, D.C., where 
he and 43 other promising Job Corps recruits 
will take up residence for 6 months of work 
in Government offices. When his 6 months 
are up, Zig will go into a vocational training 
program at a large urban Job Corps center, 
into military service, or maybe to a well
paying job back in San Antonio. 

I remember Zig from my visit last March 
to this U.S. Forest Service camp in days 
living and working with many of these boys, 
searching for some clues to whether the 
basic educational and work skills they are 
learning can give a permanent uplift to 
youths from rural backwaters and urban 
slums. My return visit last week raised more 
questions than it answered about this key 
part of President Johnson's poverty pro
gram. 

The most obvious change about the boys 
1s that they look healthier. Those who have 
been here for more than 5 months have 
gained an average of 11 pounds. I was 
struck too by several other things: The bar
racks are cleaner, discipline 1s much im
proved, and morale is generally quite high. 
"Coming here was the best thing I ever did," 
says 18-year-old Jim McNease, who left 12 
brothers and sisters behind in northern 
Arkansas when he moved to Ouachita. 
Other boys echo his comments. 

ONE BOT'S SUCCESS STORY 

A few boys who were self-conscious, sus
picious, or homesick, are now more soclable, 
·and better adjusted to camp life. One of 
them, the subject of derisive jokes when I 
worked with him, has done so well that he 

was named an assistant group 'leader, which 
means he gives orders and those who once 
ridiculed him obey. 

On the other hand, the camp has been 
plagued by a dropout rate of 40 percent; 
bureaucratic snarls and lack of fac1lities 
continue to retard the corpsmen's prog
ress. And, worst of all, many who need 
special attention are not getting it owing 
to a shortage of skilled professionals on 
the camp's statr. 

These problems, and others I encountered 
at the camp, are not confined to Ouachita. 
Hopefully, many of them can be traced to 
the speed with which the administration 
moved to mobilize its war on poverty, and 
may in time be corrected. In the past 8 
months, Sargent Shriver's Office of Economic 
Opportunity (OEO), the Federal antipoverty 
agency, has opened up 38 conservation cen
ters like Ouachita, 7 urban centers for ad
vanced vocational training, and 5 women's 
centers, enrolling a total of 10,800 young
sters ages 16 to 21. Now the emphasis is 
shifting from opening new camps and filling 
them with corpsmen to what private indus .. 
try calls "quality control." Antipoverty ad
ministrators in Washington are reassessing 
the content of the Job Corps training and 
revamping it to better meet the needs of the 
youths: 

WHY THE mGH DROPOUT RATE? 

Steps have already been taken to curb 
the dropout problem, which 1s running about 
15 percent nationwide, considerably below 
the figure at Ouachita. Ouachita's crewcut 
director, Ralph Kunz, a career forestry om.
cial, explains why his camp has lost so many 
youths: 

"At the beginning we were just an ex
tension of the screening process. Some boys 
came here just for the airplane ride. Quite 
a few got homesick. We lost a half dozen 
when we said everyone would have to receive 
shots (for diphtheria, typhoid, tetanus, etc.). 
They were afraid to • • •. Out of one group 
of 24 that came in we lost 18 within a week. 
They had no clear idea what the Job Corps 
was all about, and when the leaders among 
them went, they all did. But those who 
last 30 days are usually sure bets to stay on." 

Of the 180 boys who have filed into Oua
chita since the camp opened in February, 
71 have left. Some quit because they didn't 
think they were getting anything out of the 
training. Eleven, including several who 
threatened a group of local youths in Hot 
Springs with a gun, were discharged as trou
blemakers. One boy of low intelligence 
whom I knew quite well left by mutual agree
ment. "He just wandered from p1llar to post; 
we couldn't get through to him," explained 
a member of the camp's staff. 

Another reason for the high dropout rate 
is that local recruiting agencies, usually State 
employment services or community anti
poverty groups, have sometimes painted 
glowing pictures of life at the camps in their 
eagerness to sign up recruits, for which they 
are paid an average of $80 a head by Wash
ington. "I was told they'd give you a high 
school diploma and guarantee you a job," 
Ouachita Corpsman James P. Van Volken
burg said at a barracks bull session. "Now 
I learn that's not true." "You mean they 
don't?" asked an astonished camper. 

To trim the dropout rates, Washington 
now sends all new recruits to special induc
tion centers for 3 weeks ·Of indoctrina
tion, tests, and health shots. Those who 
don't like what they're in for usually drop out 
at that time. 

Establishment of the induction centers 
may bring the dropout problem under con
trol. But other deficiencies persist. 

Take education. Each of the 105 corpsmen 
at Ouachita. spends 3 days a week follow
ing, at his own speed, a course of programed 
instruction in reading and arithmetic under 
the guidance of 11 teachers. With the young
sters who came to camp with a basic educa-

tion this program has proved remarkably ef
fective. Many of the youths have advanced 
the equivalent of two or three school grades. 
But · most of the illiterates are floundering. 
"They have short attention spans, and after 
a while they lose interest entirely,'' says one 
instructor. "We need materi•al that wm hold 
their interest--flash cards, audiovisual aids. 
But you have to go through channels to get 
everything, and that takes time." 

A LOSS ON EITHER SIDE 

Camp instructors are unable to give the 
nonreaders the attention they require. Says 
Instructor Cecil Tackett: "If you take care of 
the kid who really has problems, you're ne
glecting the bulk of the boys. So you work 
most with those in the middle, they're the 
largest number, and you lose those on either 
end." 

Nor will the problem be solved by hiring 
more teachers. "Some of these kids have 
very serious speech impediments," says Guid
ance Director Don Cogdill. "There's nothing 
we can do for them. We're not tre.ined to 
handle this type of problem. Others need 
psychiatric care, and it's holding up their 
progress that they're not getting it." He 
suggests, and Director Kunz agrees, that the 
camp should hire a consulting speech thera
pist and a consulting psychiatrist, for which 
funds are only now becoming available. But 
because the camp has not had these services, 
v·aluable months have been lost. 
- Or take counseling. Mr. Cogdill, a former 
junior high school guidance coordinator in 
St. Petersburg, Fla., is acutely conscious of 
the fact that most of the youths, away from 
home for the first time and plagued by self
doubt, desperately need to discuss their 
problems with someone. I found many of 
them hungry for advice-and reassurance. 
But as the camp's only professional counsel
or, Mr. Cogdill complains he's too busy ad
ministering psychological and aptitude testa 
to fill the need. His administrative bureau 
will be eased now that the new recruits are 
taking the tests in induction centers. 

. THE WORLD OF WORK 

The closest thing to counseling now offered 
1s a course called World of Work, a combina
tion free wheeling discussion and group 
therapy session in which the youths are en
couraged to discuss their problems. On one 
day last week the conversation touched on 
such subjects as preparing for a job inter
view, budgeting, use of a checkbook, taxes, 
and basic hygiene. But the class is a poor 
substitute for personal counseling, and the 
boys seem to notice it. Most of those who 
recently filled out a form evaluating their 
training said they didn't feel that the staff 
took enough interest in their problems. 

In the absence of intensive counseling, 
many of the boys continue to drift. Carl 
Ward, a modest, personable 16-year-old from 
Poplar Bluff, Mo., told me in March he 
thought he might like to be a truckdriver. 
When I asked a camp official about him at 
that time, I was told: "A lot of them come 
here thinking they want to drive a truck. 
They don't know about a lot of other jobs. 
What we'll try to do is open their minds to 
other opportunities." Now, 15 pounds heav
ier, Carl works in the camp kitchen as a 
cook's helper. I asked him last week what 
he'd like to do when he finishes his train
ing. "I don't know, maybe drive a truck," 
he said. 

On the days that the boys are not in the 
classrooms, they break off into groups for 
work training. The ideals not to teach them 
mastery of a specific trade, but to expose 
them to various types of constructive work. 
Eleven boys besides Carl Ward work as cook's 
helpers. Three boys, who hope to become 
X-ray technicians, work in the camp dis
pensary. A surveying team, working under 
a civil engineer, laid out a basketball court 
at the camp and a dirt road. Three boys, 
operating the camp's bulldozer and road-
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grader, helped to build a 2-mile road in the 
Ouachita National Forest. One crew has 
dug the foundations and poured concrete to 
erect two quonset huts at a ranger station. 
Another group, working under a carpenter 
hired by the camp as a consultant, is build
ing carports for the permanent homes at the 
camp, and several of the boys have laid 
topsoil, built rock-and-mortar drainage 
ditches, and prepared campsites at a nearby 
public recreation area. 

There are fewer loafers at Quachita than 
there were in March, and the corpsmen take 
more pride in what they are .doing. "I feel 
good to see people actually using what we 
built," said Corpsman Harry Duckworth, who 
pointed out to me the parking walls and 
campsites his crew had prepared. 

This work sounds impressive, and it is. 
But there have been times when campers 
have been featherbedded onto make-work 
maintenance crews to keep them busy. Ma
chinery and tools to outfit woodworking and 
welding shops stand unused because the 
building to house them is not completed. 
And several boys complained to me that the 
most constructive work always goes to a few 
boys (who they admitted were good workers) 
while they are left to do custodial chores 
around the camp. 

How do you measure the camp's success-
and the success of the Job Corps? 

The corps is obviously giving a chance to 
many youths who never had a chance be
fore. Albert Ziegler is a prime example. 
But he, as has been noted, was bright and 
eager to start with. The legion of dropouts, 
on the other hand, indicates that many 
youths who needed a chance as much or 
perhaps more than Albert Ziegler did not 
find it in the Job Corps. 

It is safe to say that everyone at Ouachita 
has learned something. This became clear 
to me when I asked a nonreader at lunch 
one day to spell his name. He hesitatingly 
scrawled a signature on his napkin, rather 
than write it into my notebook where his 
possible mistakes would take on a look of 
permanence. 

What is the yardstick? 
Asks Dr. Howard Brighton, Ouachita's 

chief on instruction: "How do you measure 
the fact that X now knows what a tooth
brush is for and that he takes his shoes o1f 
before getting into bed, and that Y can 
make change for a dollar? Or that a boy 
who said 'I ain't gonna do nothin' ' whenever 
he was asked to do anything at all is now a 
willing worker? Or take R. He couldn't 
read the alphabet when he got here 5 months 
ago. Now every day he reads over and over 
again, 'I am a man. I am not an ant.' He's 
trying, I know he's trying, and someday he's 
going to get it." 

How indeed do you measure th1s kind 
of progress? 

Yet there are doubts about the program 
among educators on the Job Corps sta1f. It 
1s expected that most youths who have ac
quired basic work and study skills at con
servation camps like Ouachita will go on 
to an urban Job Corps center for training 
in occupations ranging from medical tech
nology to auto mechanics and landscaping. 
But many w111 join the Armed Forces or 
return home after their initial training, 
which runs from 6 months to 2 years. 

Worries one educator: "There is a real 
question whether some of these kids aren't 
going to be more frustrated than they were 
before when they get out and find they face 
some of the same barriers they faced be
fore-no high school diploma, no market
able skill, racial discrimination." These 
doubts are reinforced by the fact that Wash
ington has not yet clearly spelled out the 
machinery for placement of Job Corps grad
uates, because, a spokesman notes, "We've 
had only a few so far." Job Corps officials 
intend to rely heavily tor placement on State 
employment agencies, which may not pursue 

opportunities for the graduates as aggres
sively as Washington would like. 

The boys at Ouachita are only dimly 
aware of the continuing question mark in 
their future. They're confident that their 
training here will enable them to land a 

. good job, and if they have trouble, the Job 
Corps will help them out. This confidence 
leaves them free to indulge their fancy for 
less weighty matters, like how they will look 
in the Corps blazers and slacks they'll soon 
be able to buy. "I hope I get mine before 
I go home on leave," said one of my room
mates as we lay on our bunks enjoying a 
last cigaret long after lights out. "That 
way, when I go home, and when people say, 
'Where you been?' they'll know where you 
been without thinkin' maybe you been in 
jail or somethin'." 

MARK R. ARNOLD. 

NATIONAL MARITIME POLICY 
Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. GARMATZJ may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I was 

utterly flabbergasted yesterday when I 
read in the Baltimore Sunday Sun an 
account of the report of the Interagency 
Maritime Task Force which was ap
pointed sometime ago to study and make 
recommendations with respect to a pro
posed new national maritime policy. 

I have this morning dispatched a tele
gram to Secretary of Commerce Connor, 
the Chairman of the President's Mari
time Advisory Committee, voicing my 
consternation over the general tenor of 
the Interagency Task Force's recommen
dations, asking him for a statement clar
ifying the Government's position, inas
much as parts of the task force report 
are in such direct conflict with the Sec
retary's own statements over recent 
months. 

Even more surprisingly, the recom
mendations seem to have ignored those 
already made by the President's ·Mari
time Advisory Board, which will have 
final say in the matter. 

Only last week I directed the atten
tion of the Members of the House to a 
report on maritime policy proposed by 
Ernst & Ernst, a financial research or
ganization of national standing, which is 
as positive and promising for the future 
of American shipping industry as this 
report is destructive. 

While not prepared to take on the 
task force item by item until I have had 
the opportunity to read the full report, I 
can say that it is in almost complete 
conflict with the current national mari
time policy as laid down in the basic 
Merchant Marine Act of 1936. That 
policy has been consistently reaffirmed 
by supplementing legislation and by of
ficial studies of the Commerce Depart
ment itself. 

I realize that this task force report 
must now go to the President's Maritime 
Committee for consideration, and I have 
every hope that the many objection
able-! might even say, destructive-

recommendations will be removed or 
brought into reasonable prospective. 

It goes without saying that the report 
takes no notice of the certain worsening 
of our balance-of-payment position if 
we turn over to foreign cruise ships the 
many hundreds of thousands of dollars 
spent by U.S. citizens in travel and cruise 
on American passenger vessels. 

Nor does the task force report take 
cognizance of the baleful effect upon the 
national economy that would result from 
this proposed reduction of thousands of 
jobs in shipping lines, the shipyards that 
are to be phased out, and of their count
less supporting industries. 

If a final official advisory committee 
report should go along with certain rec
ommendations made by the task force, 
I feel justified in saying most positively 
that the House Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee, whose duties and 
responsibility under the congressional 
mandate of 1936 is to further the main
tenance and development of American 
shipping will devote its full time and 
attention to any such recommendations. 

And it is certain that we shall demand 
full justification of any or all of them 
before putting the committee's stamp of 
approval on the necessary implementing 
legislation. 

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I place in 
the RECORD the telegram sent this morn
ing to Secretary of Commerce Connor: 

SEPTEMBER 27, 1965. 
Hon. JoHN T. CoNNOR, 
Secretary of Commerce, 
Department of Commerce, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Regarding news accounts over weekend 
concerning alleged new merchant marine 
policy and denials in this morning's press by 
administration's spokesmen, respectfully sug
gest that you clear the air once and for all, 
specifically on question of foreign shipbuild
ing. Confusion being created by contradic
tory reports and statements is destroying 
stability in our shipyard industry and is driv
ing skilled workers away. You instructed 
Kheel Subcommittee of Maritime Advisory 
Committee to base its considerations and 
recommendations on assumptiqns that na
tional policy would continue to contempl81te 
construction of all U.S.-flag ships in U.S. 
shipyards. Unequivocal statement to same 
effect from you at this time would help 1n 
restoring confidence in future for U.S. ship
building. 

congressman EDWARD A. GARMA'l'Z. 

TREATY NEGOTIATIONS WITH 
PANAMA 

Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. FLOOD] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, the Presi

dent's announcement on September 24, 
1965, about the status of current treaty 
negotiations with Panama fully justify 
my fears for the security of our position 
on the isthmus and confirm my predic-

. tions on this subject. It means a com
plete and abject surrender to Panama of 
our indispensable sovereignty and au
thority with respect to the Panama Canal 
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in favor of a so-called dual governmental 
and managerial setup for it in an area of 
endless bloody revolution and political 
instability. This can only lead to un
ending conflicts and recriminations that 
always accompany intraterritorial juris
dictions where two masters are involved. 

The Canal Zone is a territorial posses
sion of the United States with sovereignty 
granted by treaty in perpetuity and own
ership of all land in the zone obtained by 
private purchase at a total cost of some 
$144 million. Our investment in the 
canal enterprise and defense installa
tions is in billions of dollars furnished by 
the American taxpayers but in the indi
cated agreements not a dollar is to be re
paid to us. 

Under existing treaty, the United 
States is obligated to Panama for the 
perpetual operation and maintenance of 
the canal. The issues involved in the 
agreements under negotiations are so 
grave, that candor is required. Panama 
gets everything it desires and the United 
States nothing but losses and ignominy. 

The Panamanian negotiators have 
written out what they demanded and our 
negotiators, figuratively speaking, have 
merely signed on the dotted line. We 
certainly should not have agreed to 
Panamanian sovereignty but, on the 
other hand, should have demanded the 
extension of the Canal Zone to include 
the watershed of the Chagres River. 

The grant of complete jurisdiction of 
Panama over the Canal Zone, means that 
all laws made by the Congress for the 
Government of the zone and the opera
tion and maintenance of the canal may 
be scrapped at any time by Panama, and 
superseded by Panamanian law. Also all 
civil activities in the zone-courts, police 
and fire, schools, roads, and utilities-
will be taken over by Panama. 

All this means, sooner or later, the 
elimination of U.S. citizen employees in 
the canal enterprise with substitutions 
by Panamanians. It will be inevitable 
that all these positions will become polit
ical plums eagerly sought by Pana
manian politicians with gross confusion 
and embarrassment. Yet, our negotia
tors were unable, or unwilling to deal 
with the situation realis·tically and have 
agreed to leave our Government with 
responsibility without any adequate au
thority. Think what this means in time 
of war or other grave emergency. Even 
as to the matter orf land in the zone, 
which may be required for canal pur
poses, we should have to buy back at 
exorbitant prices areas we already own 
by actual purchases from the owners. 
What a ridiculous situation. 

Panama, having secured such out
standing results in i'ts claims, will, in
evitably, demand all control over the 
canal enterprise with withdrawal by the 
United States. If such abandonment oc
curs, Panama and all of Latin America 
will go down the Communist drain. 

For our officials to proclaim that Pan
ama, which since 1955 has not been able 
to collect its own garbage from the 
streets of Panama City and Colon, as a 
partner of this great interoceanic public 
utility is, to say the least, unrealistic and 
really astounding; and it will evoke 

serious reactions from maritime coun
tries as regards the fixing of tolls. 

The President's announcement, indeed, 
marks a sad day for the United States, al
though it may bring rejoicing at Peiping 
and Moscow. He has completely yielded 
to the counsel of his advisero, sappers, 
and appeasers, who must be made to bear 
basic responsibility for what has oc
mirred. Moreover, I predict that the ex
pressed willingness to surrender control 
over the Panama Canal will be taken as 
a signal for accelerated activity among 
communistic revolutionary elements all 
over Latin America and the Caribbean. 

There should be only one flag over the 
Panama Canal-the flag of the United 
States-and the proposed treaties should 
be defeated. 

CONNECTICUT RIVER NATIONAL 
PARKWAY AND RECREATION 
AREA 

Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. BoLAND] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, Mark 

Twain spoke of the Mississippi River 
Basin as "the body of the Nation.'' I 
hope that with equal accuracy I may 
speak of the Connecticut River as "the 
body of New England." 
- The Connecticut is the longest river in 

New England. From the spillway of the 
First Connecticut Lake in New Hamp
shire the river plunges enthusiastically 
into an approximately 400-mile journey 
through the heart of New England to 
Long Island Sound at Old Saybrook, 
Conn., touching in its course the lives 
of many hundreds of thousands of 
people who work or study or play along 
its banks. It outstretches dozens of rivers 
which are more famous and more sung 
about. It is longer by far than the 
Jordan, the Tiber, the Thames, the 
Suwanee, the Hudson, and the Potomac. 

The Connecticut River, it is agreed by 
travelers with an eye for beauty, flows 
through one of the most scenic valleys in 
the world. In fact, Timothy Dwight, for 
more than 20 years the president of 
Yale, who became the most traveled New 
Englander of his day, wrote in 1837: 

This stream may perhaps with more pro
priety than any other in the world be named 
the beautiful river. From Stuart to the 
sound it uniformly maintains this character. 
The purity, salubrity, and sweetness of its 
waters; the frequency and elegance of its 
meanders; its absolute freedom from all 
aquatic vegetables; the uncommon and uni
versal beauty of its banks, here a smooth 
an,d winding beach, there covered with green 
verdure now fringed with bushes covered 
with lofty trees, and now formed by the 
intruding hlll and rude bluff and the shaggy 
mountain-are objects which no traveler can 
thoroughly describe. 

There is a marked contrs.st between 
the above description of peace and 
beauty by Timothy Dwight and the 
present story of awesome destruction 
brought about by man's own ingenuity. 

Today the river flows through un
sightly industrial developments--past 
ancient factories and junkyards, oil tank 
farms, and powerplants. The river valley 
like so many other beautiful parts of our 
United States, is slowly but surely being 
eaten away. The land developers are 
moving in--carving out great chunks of 
landscape. We are witnessing an un
planned, leapfrogging sprawl of indus
trial and commercial development and 
its inevitable handmaiden, water pollu
tion. One recent observer called the 
Connecticut River the world's most beau
tifully landscaped cesspool. 

Tremendous pressures are building up. 
New highways and bridges are provid
ing more access to the land along the 
river and there is going to be much 
more intensive use of the river itself. 
The flotilla of boats one sees on the river 
is only a foretaste of what is to come. 
With the explosive growth in recrea
tional boating that is ahead, the river is 
going to become a great recreational 
highway, and there will be a rash of 
commercial facilities and camps along 
the banks to serve it. 

Mr. Speaker, the touch of man's hand 
has been heavy. At first the river valley 
was a route for commerce, until in the 
late 1790's Middletown-then the prin
cipal river port-was the largest com
munity in Connecticut. The river car
ried freight, not only in ships but 1n 
great log drives. And it carried pas
sengers up to 24,000 a year at Hartford 
arriving in 2,500 vessels. ' 

However, those days are now gone. 
Highway transport, railroads and planes 
have replaced the slower river boats. 
Our people have become more mobile and 
as our population crowds together in 
ever-increasing metropolitan areas, the 
need for additional park and recreation 
space grows. There are questions we 
must now ask ourselves. Will we con
fine our children and grandchildren to a 
life to be spent in an asphalt playground 
surrounded by neon ligbts? Do we 
really want a society bounded by con
crete highways and filled to the horizon 
with the miscellany of an industrial 
civilization? 

Man does need the cities, but he also 
needs breathing space-the view of a 
majestic river and of open skies. Man 
needs all these things, and we today must 
do our part to provide them. 

A clean and beautiful Connecticut 
River Valley future must be reestablished 
to provide enjoyment for future genera
tions. In an increasingly urbanized 
America urban rivers should no longer be 
neglected but should be revitalized to 
provide an uplifting force in our lives. 

The Connecticut River and its valley 
are priceless assets. They have been 
placed in this generation's care. We 
must preserve what we have before 1t is 
too late. The destruction of priceless 
resources is irrevocable; once lost they 
remain lost forever. 

For these reasons, Mr. Speaker. I in
troduce for appropriate reference a bill 
to authorize the establishment of the 
Connecticut River national parkway and 
recreation area, in the States of Con
necticut, Massachusetts, Vermont. a.nd 
New Hampshire. 
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The proposed legislation is designed to 
be as flexible as possible in meeting the 
needs that exist and in establishing a 
suitable scenic and recreation area for 
the public benefit. 

Since this area is already served by 
high-speed highways, one of the provi
sions of the bill authorizes the inclusion 
of scenic roads and parkways, "shun
pikes" as they are sometimes referred 
to. This provision will allow for more 
leisurely type driving at greatly reduced 
speeds, thereby allowing people to drive 
for pleasure. 

This area would also be administered 
for the preservation of natural beauty 
and for the many different forms of out
door recreation. These would include 
walking, hiking, bicycling, picnicking, 
scenic and historic preservation, fishing, 
hunting, boating, camping, riding, win
ter sports and other forms of public rec
reation which the Secretary of the In
terior considers to be compatible with 
the preservation and administration of 
an area of this type in the public in
terest. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill will give to New 
England, what the great Western States 
have for so long enjoyed-breathing 
space, protected land and a place where 
man can seek refuge from the crowded 
city streets. 

I urge its early and favorable consid
eration. I am happy to join my col
leagues, Senator RIBICOFF and Congress
man ST. ONGE, who have sponsored simi
lar legislation in the Senate and the 
House. I also include with my remarks 
at this point editorials from the Spring
field Daily News of September 15 and the 
Springfield Union of September 16 con
cerning this legislative proposal. 
[From the Springfield (Mass.) Daily News, 

Sept. 15, 1965] 
CONNECTICUT RIVER, EVERYWHERE SALUBRIOUS? 

The Connecticut River, about which, in the 
last century, Timothy Dwight, president of 
Yale University, wrote that it was "every
where pure, potable, everywhere salu
brious," just isn't that any more, but it may 
be again. And it this objective is attained, 
in which we here are keenly interested, U.S. 
Senator ABRAIJAM RmicoFF, of Connecticut, 
can, in large measure, be thanked for it. 

The junior Senator of the Nutmeg State 
has embarked on a personal crusade to re
store the Connecticut River to its onetime 
splendor, to erase pollution, to retain un
spoiled at most notable points the character 
of the landscape and to preserve historic 
landmarks. To this end, Senator RmrcoFF 
h as filed in the Congress two bills: One to 
establish a national parkway and recreation 
area along the shoreline, preferably as a four
State project, with the Federal Government 
acting jointly with Connecticut, Massachu
setts, Vermont, and New Hampshire·; and the 
second bill to increase the Federal contribu
tion to antipollution programs. Under the 
legislation proposed, a study of the Connecti
cut River Valley as . a national parkway 
would be authorized with Secretary of the In
terior Stewart L. Udall enabled to move ahead 
if the study justifies action. U.S. Represen ta
tive WILLIAM ST. ONGE, of Connecticut, plans 
to introduce similar bills in the House later 
this week and has indicated he expects strong 
support in the lower Chamber. 

Senator RmicoFF moved his program a long 
step forward Monday by conducting Secre
tary Udall on a 60-mlle cruise along the Con
necticut River to give the latter a firsthand 
look at what some have called "the world's 

most beautifully landscaped cesspool." It 
was not the best day, weatherwise, for the 
cruise, which began with showers at the 
winding river's mouth at Saybroolt, and pro
ceeded north in pouring rain to Hartford, but 
Secretary Udall was impressed, nevertheless. 
He disembarked from the river boat Dolly 
Madison, saying, "I come off this boat with a 
feeling of enthusiasm." He went on to note 
that the conservation idea is moving east
ward and that Connecticut is one of the few 
States in which the Federal Government has 
not taken a part in project developments. 
"It makes the Ribicoff project most timely," 
Secretary Udall said. The long stretches of 
the river relatively unspoiled, came as a sur
prise to him. "There is an opportunity to 
do a model job with the river-to make it a 
scenic centerpiece," he observed. He praised 
the leadership in Connecticut and declared: 
"You have a running start. This is a great 
opportunity for Connecticut to set an exam
ple for the East in terms of conservation. 
But population is crowding in and time is 
running out. What we do in the next decade 
wm be decisive for the river's future." 

With this encouragement, the Ribicoff bllls 
and the matching House b1lls by Representa
tive ST. ONGE, merit wide support in Congress 
and. especially from the Massachusetts dele
gation. For this is something in which we 
have a vital stake. Although Connecticut 
dominated the scene Monday, we have a 
strong interest and should be counted in on 
any national parkway program. There are 
now nine national parkways projected or in 
existence, including such locations as the 
Natchez Trace, the Colonial Parkway at Wil
liamsburg and the George Washington Na
tional Parkway leading to Mount Vermon. 
By every tes.t of history and attractiveness, 
the inclusion of the Connecticut River Valley 
in the national program certainly seems ap
propriate. 

[From the Springfield (Mass.) Union, Sept. 
16, 1965] 

How BEST To SAVE THE RIVER? 
If the Connecticut River were easily navi

gable north of Hartford, Secretary Udall's 
trip up from Long Island Sound aboard the 
Dolly Madison might .have been a more genu
inely interior affair, proceeding through Mas
sachusetts and perhaps into the two up
stream riparian States. 

But the invitation to join Mr. Udall and 
Senrutor RIBICOFF in their Connecticut River 
national parkway plan is by no means limited 
to the portions of the Nutmeg State they 
viewed from a rain-washed deck last Mon
day. If the plan is to be meaningful, all 
four States will have a part to play in the 
joint State-Federal enterprise. 

While details are still lacking, the objec
tive goes far beyond securing the s~till un
spoiled sections of the riverbank against 
commercial encroachment and . exploitation, 
although that is an important part of it. 
New England's mighty stream, and the con
servationists' fond hopes for it, present a 
more complicated problem than, say, preserv
ing forever the lovely dunes of the Outer 
Gape, soon to be dedicated as the cape Cod 
National Seashore. 

Senator RIBICOFF and Mr. Udall are talking 
in terms of reclamation as well as preserva
tion. It is one thing to seal off the remain
ing stretches of natural scenic beauty. It is 
quite another to bring the water itself from 
a State of near-uselessness so that fish can 
flourish and swimmers bathe. 

Putting it quite simply, the river is filthy 
despite some significant forward steps in 
pollution control. Articulate efforts of con
servation groups, interstate compacts, State 
and Federal aid with sewage-treatment 
costs-all have helped, bUJt not enough. Un
less pollution ls (1) brought under control 
and (2) gre.dually reduced, a national park
way and recreation area would be more of a 
national disgrace than a national asset. 

The clean-water bill finally breaking out 
of Congress, designed to strengthen (though 
not make invincible) the Federal hand in 
curbing sources of pollution, is a big step 
in a necessary direction. But the fact that 
its full impact will not be felt for 2 years is 
just one example of the preliminary char
acter of the Udall-Ribicoff approach as it 
affects the Connecticut. 

Nevertheless, now is the time for Massa
chusetts to examine itself and the river. 
Shall we leave the pristine shoreline footage 
to town zoning decisions or welcome a sort 
of perpetualization by nationalization? 
Would our lovely valley-not jus·t the river 
but the State parks and reservations already 
established on the hills beside it-be better 
publicized as a tourist attraotion if it had 
national status? Would we enjoy it more or 
less ourselves if some Federal program got 
the water laundered where other programs 
have failed? 

We have nothing to lose by finding out just 
what a "national parkway" would mean. lit 
could mean gaining a lot. 

Mr. Speaker, in May 1958, I was one of 
the original sponsors of the first bill to 
provide for the Cape Cod National Sea
shore Park in Massachusetts. My col
league, Congressman THOMAS P. O'NEILL, 
of Cambridge, joined me in cosponsoring 
the bill. The following year our late be· 
loved President, John Fitzgerald Ken
nedy, then the junior Senator from Mas
sachusetts, and Senator LEVERETT SAL
TONSTALL, Congressmen SILVIO CONTE~ 
and HASTINGS KEITH, WhO represent the 
Cape Cod area, joined with us in spon
soring the national seashore bill. This 
legislation was eventually enacted and 
signed into law by President Kennedy. 
We are all proud that one of the few 
remaining unspoiled seashore areas in 
the Nation has now been preserved for 
all Americans to enjoy. I would like to 
have printed with my remarks at this 
point an editorial from the Holyoke, 
Mass., Transcript-Telegram of Septem
ber 16 entitled "An Example of Federal 
Excellence" in describing the Cape Cod 
National Seashore Park, and pointing 
out what can be done for the Connecticut 
Valley if the Connecticut River National 
Parkway and Recreation Area is enacted 
into law: 

AN EXAMPLE OF FEDERAL EXCELLENCE 
Though we belong to the "I'd rather do it 

myself" school in preference to the "Let 
Uncle Sam do it" crowd, there are some 
things the Federal Government must get 
credit for doing extremely well. One of these 
is the Cape Cod National Seashore. 

The national park being developed on the 
lower cape represents an nth-hour effort 
to save the Great Nauset Beach, the fresh
water ponds, and the rolling dunelands of 
the area from Orleans to Provincetown from 
greedy commercial exploitation. The towns 
would not do it themselves--"it" being zon
ing and other restrictions on development 
that would destroy the beauty that makes 
that part of Cape Cod a treasured vacation
land. 

In 2 years the national seashore has been 
able to acquire enough land that already be
longed to the State or Federal Governments 
to show what lt can do. While the slow 
process of acquisition of private land ln the 
seashore area goes on, four areas have been 
quickly prepared for public use. This was a 
wise move, for the national seashore has 
made such a good impression ln these areas 
that support for lt is growing fast, and the 
Federal example of recreation area manage· 
ment has spurred the towns to better con
trol of their own beach areas. 
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The national seashore has established two 

public beaches with bathhouse facilities and 
lifeguards, in Provincetown and Eastham, 
and has initiated a program of guided walks 
and marked trails through the most interest
ing sections from the natural history or his
torical point of view-through a magic white 
cedar swamp, through the Pilgrim Spring 
area where the Pilgrims walked, to the rem
nants of the old Marconi telegraph station
and it offers illustrated lectures on Cape Cod 
history and geography at its new center in 
Eastham. These talks are so popular that 
only early arrivals can get seats. 

A particular triumph of the national sea
shore is the archi-tecture of the simple build
ings that have been constructed so far. A 
basic pattern is used for all-a modern de
sign using traditional materials: unpainted 
cedar and a brick the color of sand. All 
buildings and signs use the colors of the 
landscape, mostly a light warm gray. They 
are plain without being stark and are re
markably beautiful. 

The national park personnel who man 
these stations are also impressive: trim, 
quiet, courteous, and happy to answer end
less questions with full information. 

When the seashore was first proposed, a 
cry of alarm went up that it would attract 
droves of litterbugs, messy campers, and 
other undesirables to the unspoiled lower 
cape. Traffic has . indeed increased there. 
But the seashore has halted the bulldoze·rs 
digging away at the great dunes overlooking 
the 30-mlle sweep of Atlantic beach; it has 
checked the spread of pizza parlors and min
iature golf courses; it has kept the beach 
buggies and the tenting beatniks away from 
the places where people swim. And the areas 
the national seashore operates itself are so 
attracttv·e and so spotlessly maintained that 
no one would dare drop a gumwrapper on 
the ground. The public beaches owned by 
the towns are Uttered with beer cans and 
every other kind of trash, on the other hand. 

We have no idea what will come of Senator 
RIBICOFF's proposal to make a national park
way out of the Connecticut River-this 
would be a reclamation project far more dif
ficult than the fortuitous saving of what was 
unspoiled on Cape Cod-but having seen 
what the Department of the Interior has 
done in very short time on Cape Cod, we can 
project magnificent dreams of what could 
be done in our valley. 

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the 
House Public Works Appropriations Sub
committee, I initiated a request to the 
Army Corps of Engineers to make a 3-
year comprehensive study of the Con
necticut River Basin, to determine how 
this vast river in New England can best 
be developed for future generations. 
This study also includes the possibility 
of dredging the river from Hartford to 
Holyoke so that it wlll be navigable for 
recreation boating. The Army Engi
neers expect to have the comprehensive 
study completed within another year. I 
am sure that the information and facts 
gathered in this study will be of use to 
the Secrtary of Interior in the establish
ment of the Connecticut River national 
parkway and recreation area. 

ALLEGED SHORTCOMINGS IN THE 
ADMINISTRATION OF WALTER 
REED HOSPITAL 
Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. DANJ:ELsJ may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Speaker, las·t week 

the Washington Post published a column 
by Jack Anderson which outlined certain 
alleged shortcomings in the administra
tion of Walter Reed Hospital. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that this column be printed at this point 
in the RECORD: 

VETS GIVEN ROUGH TIME IN HOSPITAL 
(By Jack Anderson) 

(EDITOR's NoTE: Drew Pearson is on a 
news-gathering tour of Africa. In his ab
sence this column is written by his as
sociate, Jack Anderson.) 

WAsHINGTON.-The Army's Walter Reed 
Hospital, where wounded GI's from Vietnam 
get their plastic surgery and artificial limbs, 
is a picturesque complex of buildings, shrub
bery, and fountains. The grounds are park
like, the grass trim, the atmosphere serene. 

On warm days, soldiers in blue pajamas 
lounge on the benches, and birds nestle in 
the maple and oak trees lining the paths. 
The marble steps at the main entrance are 
fit for a President, and indeed, Presidents 
come here for their hospital care. The lobby 
1s dazzling white. 

But behind the impressive front, there are 
drab halls, low-hanging water pipes and 
dingy rooms that reek of alcohol. 

You visit an enlisted men's ward. Forty
five beds are crowded in one room. Young 
men, missing arms and legs blown off in 
Vietnam, hobble and jostle around the 
packed quarters. 

There are only one shower and four wash 
basins for all the men in the ward. Dirty 
uniforms have been tossed in a bin 10 feet 
from the basins. The floor 1s covered with 
filth. 

The patients say there is only one nurse 
and one orderly on duty during the night. 
They tell how a man, suffering from a stroke, 
struggled out of bed to call the nurse after 
being awakened by the cries of a fellow 
patient. 

The orderly was asleep, the nurse doing 
paperwork in her office. She heard nothing. 

As you leave, you wonder about a sign on 
the door: "Air conditioned, please do not 
leave open.'' For the room 1s unbearably 
warm. 

Downstairs in the officers' quarters, the 
ward is partitioned into semiprivate rooms. 
The toilet faciiities are adequate and clean. 
The air is comfortably cool. You learn that 
the cool air from the officers' quarters 1s 
supposed to be channelled into the enlisted 
men's wards. But the chill 1s lost some
where en route. 

Back outside, you wonder why so much 
money is spent keeping the outside freshly 
painted when the wards look as 1f they 
hadn't seen paint in years. 

You drive along curving roads to the gate, 
and a guard salutes smartly. But as you 
pull away, your mind is back in the dismal 
wards with the neglected heroes of the Viet
nam war. 

Among the many newspapers that 
publish Mr. Anderson's syndicated col
umn is the Jersey Journal which is pub
lished in Jersey City, N.J. 

The allegation that a new generation 
of young Americans wounded in the 
Vietnamese conflict were not receiving 
treatment worthy of their services caused 
considerable consternation in veterans' 
circles. 

The Hudson County American Legion 
of the State of New Jersey, sent to Wash-

ington a blue ribbon group to investigate 
conditions at Walter Reed and to find out 
first hand if the Anderson charges were 
factual. 

Among those who arrived Friday from 
New Jersey were: Philip Rossiter, Jersey 
City, a leg amputee in World War II; 
Hamilton Irving, Jersey City, com
mander of the Hudson County Ameri
can Legion; Frank Riccardi, Jersey City, 
vice commander of the Hudson County 
American Legion; Clayton Petty, Bay~ 
onne, past commander of the F. A. Mc
Kenzie Post, American Legion; and 
Stephen Gregg, of Bayonne, who was 
awarded the Congressional Medal of 
Honor during his service in Southern 
France in 1944. 

These five men accompanied by my 
legislative assistant, Gerard F. Devlin, 
made a detailed investigation of the hos
pital facilities at Walter Reed. 

Their finding, I am unhappy to say, 
bears out much that Mr. Anderson 
pointed out 1n this column. 

The Hudson County legionnaires and 
Mr. Devlin browsed for several hours 
among the patients and talked with 
dozens of hospitalized soldiers, many of 
whom were men whose limbs has been 
amputated as a result of service 1n 
Vietnam. 

They noted that the patients had 
nothing but praise for the doctors, 
nurses, and corpsmen serving at the hos
pital. However, almost to a man they 
pointed out that the hospital is woefully 
understaffed. It was the prevailing view 
that the staff is making Herculean efforts 
but there simply are not enough nurses 
and corpsmen to carry out the tasks as
signed them. 

They reported that the enlisted facll
ities were inadequate and antiquated. A1J 
Mr. Anderson noted "45 beds are crowded 
into 1 room." There is only 1 latrine 
for these 45 men. This latrine contains 
only a single shower, two urinals, three 
toilet bowls, and four wash basins. 

Mr. Speaker, whose fault is this? I do 
not rise in this House to lay the blame 
on any one person. But when you have 
an institution which is more than half 
a century old, and on top of that one 
which is understaffed, you have a situa
tion which ought not to be endured. 

Mr. Speaker, a new generation of 
young Americans is going forth to face 
1 ts time of trial in the steaming jungles 
of South Vietnam. These young men 
who are in a very literal sense guarding 
the frontiers of freedom deserve to know 
that if they are wounded they will re
ceive the best care that this Nation can 
give. I am not satisfied with conditions 
at Walter Reed and I feel that it is in
cumbent upon the Department of the 
Army to take immediate steps to correct 
the situation. 

If it is a question of money, I say the 
Army ought to come before this Congress 
and ask for sufficient funds to take care 
of those who have fallen in battle. I do 
not wish to pick a quarrel with the De
partment of the Army but I do say that 
the best is none too good for our young 
men in Army hospitals and if conditions 
are not improved then the American 



September 27, 1965 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE· 25229 
people have a right to know who is re
sponsible for these conditions. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to Mrs. HANSEN of 
Washington, for September 28, 29, and 
30, on account of official district busi
ness. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. HORTON) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and to include ex
traneous matter: 

Mr. FINDLEY, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. GRoss, for 30 minutes, on Sep

tember 29. 
The following Member <at the request 

of Mr. VIGORITO): 
Mr. DENT, for 30 minutes, on Septem

ber 29; to revise and extend his remarks 
and to include extraneous matter. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS · 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
REcORD, or to revise and extend remarks 
was granted to: 

Mr. MARTIN of Alabama. 
Mr. NELSEN his remarks in Commit

tee of the Whole today and to include 
extraneous matter. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. HoRTON) and to include ex
traneous matter:> 

Mr. CLEVELAND. 
Mr. MIZE. 
Mr. PELLY. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. VIGORITO) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. HUOT. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California in two in

stances. 
Mr. RIVERS of South Carollna in two 

Instances. 
Mr. RoSTENKOWSKI. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 
Bills of the Senate of the following 

titles were taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

s. 2434. An act to clarify authorization of 
the Federal Aviation Agency of the lease of 
a portion of certain real property conveyed 
to the city of Clarinda, Iowa, for airport 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 2469. An act amending sections 2 and 4 
of the act approved September 22, 1964 (78 
Stat. 990), providing for an investigation 
and study to determine a site for the con
struction of a new sea level canal connect
ing the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 5 o'clock and 50 minutes p.m.). 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Tuesday, September 28, 1965, at 12 
o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's t·able and referred as fol
lows: 

1623. A letter from the Archivist of the 
United States, transmitting a report on 
records proposed for · disposal pursuant to 
63 Stat. 377; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

1624. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to establish a revolving fund for 
the Southeastern Power Administration; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular af
fairs. 

1625. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
relating to applications for writs of habeas 
corpus by persons in custody pursuant to 
judgments of State courts; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

1626. A letter from the Director, U.S. In
formation Agency, transmitting an annual 
report on claims settled during period Sep
tember 1, 1964, to August 31, 1965, pursuant 
to section 3, Military Personnel and Civilian 
Employees' Claims Act of 1964 (Public Law 
88-558); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MAHON: Commerce on Appropria
tions. House Joint Resolution 673. Joint 
resolution making continuing appropria
tions for the fiscal year 1966, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept . . No. 
1095). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. JENNINGS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 318. A bill to amend section 
4071 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1096). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BOLAND: 
H.R.11278. A bill to authorize the estab

lishment of the Connecticut River National 
Parkway and Recreation Areas in the States 
of Connecticut, Massachusetts, Vermont, and 
New Hampshire, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. HARSHA: 
H.R.11279. A bill to amend title 39, United 

States Code, to provide certain mailing 
privileges with respect to members of the 
U.S. Armed Forces, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Post omce and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. MARTIN of Alabama: 
H.R. 11280. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit 

against income tax to employers for the ex
penses of providing training programs for 
employees and prospective employees; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ROBISON: 
H.R. 11281. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit 
against income tax to employers for the ex
penses of providing training programs for 
employees and prospective employees; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. TUPPER: 
H.R.11282. A bill to amend section 214 of 

the Immigration and Nationality Act to per
mit the Attorney General to admit nonim
migrant aliens to the United States for agri
cultural employment after consultation with 
a National Committee on Foreign Agricul
tural Workers; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BOGGS: 
H.R.11283. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to treat sintering or 
burning as a mining process in the cases 
of shale, clay, and slate used or sold for use, 
as lightweight concrete aggregates; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GALLAGHER: 
H.R. 11284. A bill to amend the Housing 

Act of 1937 to reduce from 62 to 60 the age 
at which widows may be occupants of low
rent public housing units; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. MACKAY: 
H.R. 11285. a bill to establish a Federal 

Commission on Alcoholism, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MOELLER: 
H.R. 11286. A bill to amend the District of 

Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Control Act to 
prohibit the sales of alcoholic beverages to 
persons under 21 years of age; to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

H.R.11287. A bill to amend the act entitled 
"An act to promote the safety of employees 
and travelers upon railroads by limiting the 
hours of service of employees thereon," ap
proved March 4, 1907; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ABBITr: 
H.R. 11288. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act so as to remove the 
limitation upon the amount of outside in
come which a woman may earn while re
ceiving mother's insurance benefits there
under; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ADAMS: 
H.R.11289. A bill to amend the Public 

Health Service Act to provide grants to the 
several States for the acquisition and opera
tion of artificial kidney machines; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin: 
H.R. 11290. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to the 
priority and e1fect of Federal tax liens and 
levies, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MATSUNAGA: 
H.R.11291. A bill to provide for the com

pensation of persons injured by certain crim
inal acts; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MAHON: 
H.J. Res. 673. Joint resolution making con

tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year 
1966, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. ROOSEVELT: 
H.J. Res. 674. Joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of th.e 
United States to provide that the right to 
vote shall not be denied on account of age to 
persons who are 18 years of age or older; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CONTE: 
H. Con. Res. 516. Concurrent resolution to 

express the sense of Congress with respect 
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to strengthening the inter-American system; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BURTON of Utah: 
H. Con. Res. 517. Concurrent resolution re·

lative to Captive Nations Days; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WYDLER: 
H. Res. 591. Resolution to authorize the 

Committee on House Administration to con
duct an investigation and study with respect 
to the establishment of a Visitors' Center for 
the House of Representatives; to the Com
mittee on Rules. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. FINO: 
H.R. 11292. A bill for the relief of Ineke 

Hendriks; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. GILBERT: 

H.R. 11293. A bill for the relief of Sybil 
Alexander Andrews; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MARTIN of Alabama: 
H.R. 11294. A bill for the relief of Claud 

Ferguson; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ROOSEVELT: 

H.R.11295. A bill for the relief of Dr. Suk 
Zo An; his Wife, Mrs. Ki Suk An; their daugh
ter, Yung Sook An; their son, Duck Wan An; 
and their son, Dong Won An; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of California: 
H.R. 11296. A b111 for the relief of Miss 

Elba Luz Cors Montano; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Interagency Maritime Task Force Report 
Jeopardizes National Security 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. THOMAS M. PELLY 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 27, 1965 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, newspaper 
reports regarding a 60-page ~ritime 
task force report confirm what many 
advocates of a strong American mer
chant marine had feared. Nicholas 
Johnson, Maritim:e Administrator, in 
speeches and conversation, has openly 
been supporting many of these radical 
changes. 

The Johnson administration is about 
to call for a new maritime policy of elim
inating American-flag passenger ships. 
In addition, it would call for eliminating 
all but a few American shipyards and 
permitting American steamship oper
ators to build their ships in foreign ship
yards. And in this connection, it sug
gests the Government subsidize Ameri
can operators of both American and 
foreign-built ships. 

Mr. Speaker, members of the House 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, I believe, favor the present 
policy set forth in the Merchant Marine 
Act of 1936, which provides for an ade
quate and up-to-d~te U.S. merchant 
marine in the interest of national de
fense. A study of this act by Congress 
may well be in order, but with the Soviet 
Union in the process of building up a 
great modern fleet of new ships, I do not 
believe it is time for the United States to 
determine that our merchant marine is 
expendable. 

To depend on foreign-flag ships is un
thinkable. Only the other day certain 
foreign ships from presumably friendly 
countries refused to transport American 
military cargoes to Vietnam. 

As a member of the House Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, I 
stand firmly-and I believe other mem
bers do too-for a strong and modern 
merchant marine including sufficient 
passenger ships to transfer American 
citizens and military dependents home 
and military personnel overseas in the 
event of hostilities. 

This administration is recklessly 
spending hundreds of millions of dollars 

of the taxpayers• money for unnecessary 
but politically expedient projects. 

I favor curtailment of Federal spend
ing but not in the vital areas of preserv
ing our shipbuilding capacity and main
taining an adequate fleet of American
flag vessels to meet any future situa
tions like the Korean war. Our mer
chant marine can be maintained at an 
annual cost of no more than the cost of 
one pork-barrel project such as the House 
cut out of the flood control bill last week. 

Let us economize in the Nation's in
terest but in so doing let us not jeopard
ize the national security. To change our 
maritime policy as suggested by the Task 
Force report, I consider unwise and com
pletely unjustified. 

A Spiritual Development for the Youth of 
America 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. J. OLIVA HUOT 
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 27, 1965 

Mr. HUOT. Mr. Speaker, on Novem
ber 18 next, at Chicago, Ill., there will 
begin a convention of the National Fed
eration of Catholic Youth Organizations. 
I desire to call the attention of my dis
tinguished colleagues to the fine work 
which the Catholic Youth Organizations 
are undertaking fo,r the social and 
spiritual development of a large sector 
of American youth. 

In New Hampshire, more than 10,000 
young people, under the generous and 
capable guidance of adult advisers, strive 
to develop the qualities of leadership and 
responsibility to take over the conduct 
of the affairs of this Nation when we 
have passed from the scene. Their 
program seeks to supplement their edu
cation by a fourfold program of spirit
ual, cultural, social, and physical 
activities. 

The New Hampshire council is privi
leged to have effective and responsible 
leadership on both adult and youth 
levels. Moreover, the New Hampshire 
council proposes to present for the con
sideration of the national convention 
at Chicago, a young lady for the office of 
vice president of the young adult section 

of the federation. Miss Mary Clancy, of 
Dover, N.H., has distinguished herself 
in the service of the New Hampshire 
council, as a personable, capable, and 
effective young leader, of whom all of us 
in New Hampshire can be justly proud. 

I wholeheartedly support the work of 
the Catholic Youth Organizations, and 
urge all of my colleagues to support the 
efforts of the youth organizations of this 
country, and of their respective faiths. 
The future of this Nation is in its youth, 
and it is only through our active support 

·of our many youth organizations that we 
can insure that future generations will 
display the same courage and dedication 
which has characterized the leaders of 
the past. 

Legislation With 4.5-Percent Increase for 
Federal Employees Should Be Passed 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CHESTER L. MIZE 
OF KANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 27, 1965 

Mr. MIZE. Mr. Speaker, the schedule 
of legislative activity for the week of 
September 27 to October 1, indicates that 
the Government Employees Salary Com
parability Act will be up in the House 
for debate and a vote before the end of 
this week. 

Because I have a series of commit
ments in the Second Congressional Dis
trict of Kansas which may require my 
presence in Kansas at the time this par
ticular bill comes up for a vote, I wish 
to state that in general I support the 
comparability principle which has been 
incorporated in this bill, and I plan to 
support the legislation if certain amend
ments are approved which will delete the 
provision to include Members of Congress 
in the increases. Despite the sound ar
guments which have been made in favor 
of additional pay for Members of Con
gress, I am not in favor of including 
them at this time. 

As far as the other employees are con
cerned, I support the 4.5-percent in
crease which the House bill proposes. I 
am aware of the move which will be 
made to decrease this figure. I would 
hope that the House, in its wisdom, will 
approve a figure as close to 4.5 percent 
as possible. 
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